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CHANCERY LANE 
SAFE DEPOSIT. 





The CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT is established to provide, 
by means of FIRE-PROOF and BURGLAR-PROOF SAFES and 
STRONG ROOMS, an invulnerable, secret and inexpensive DEPOSI- 
TORY for TITLE DEEDS, JEWELLERY and VALUABLES of every 
DESCRIPTION. Writing, Waiting and Telephone Rooms for the use 
of Renters Free of Charge. A Separate Room for Ladies. 


ANNUAL RENT OF SAFES, 1 to 5 gs. 
ANNUAL RENT OF STRONG ROOMS, from 8 to go gs. 


Prospectus and Card of Admission post-free on application to the Manager. 
CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Telegraphic Address—“* DEJERSEY, LONDON.” 
HENRY DE JERSEY & CO., 


FINANCIERS anpd MORTGAGE BROKERS, 


1, TOKENHOUSE BUILDINGS, BANK, axp } 
"1, CHURCH COURT, LOTHBURY, j LONDON, E.C. 


BIRMINGHAM—O.p Square Campers, Corporation STREET. 
BOURNEMOUTH—75, Oip CuristcHurcu Roap. 

CARDIFF—5, Swiss CHAMBERS. 

NEWCASTLE-ON-TYNE—130, Pitcem Srreer. 





Negotiate MORTGAGES or LOANS on any tangible Securities on the most favour- 
able terms. aoe also arrange for the Sale of, or Loans on, GROUND-RENTS, 
REVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS. 

The principal Securities dealt in are :— 

Landed Estates—Houses—Shops—Offices — Warehouses — Building Estates — Good 
Commercial Securities—Railways — Tramways — Stocks — Reversions — Life Interests — 
Local Rates—and Ground-Rents. 

Contractors’ Bonds are also Guaranteed. 

The Firm is also connected with a strong Syndicate in the City. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 


10, 


FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


FREE, 


SIMPLE, aS 
ya ov ™ 
ec yD \ 
pres :,\¥ anc 
asd 
\ ce; AND 


\ SECURE. 


TOTAL ASSETS, £ 2,503,554. 


TRUSTEES. 

The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEK EWICH., 

Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L. 

FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Wuen THE 1zARING Of Chancery final appeals is resumed on 
| Monday next in Court of Appeal No. 2 there will be a list of 
about 35 cases to be heard during the remaining twenty-seven 
days of the present sittings, and this, with the few interlocutory 
appeals which will be set down during that time, will provide 
sufficient work. It is not yet precisely known how the court 
will be constituted. 





Mr. Justice Curry has announced that he will take no more 
witness actions this sittings unless and until the non-witness 
list is disposed of. The list of these latter cases is lengthy, and 
there is, moreover, an arrear in the disposal of motions, not- 
withstanding that the whole of Wednesday last was devoted to 
hearing some of those standing over from the previous Friday. 





Mx. Justice A. L. Surrn has not found himself able to make 
such rapid progress with Mr. Justice Romer’s list of actions as 
was hoped and expected. One case alone has already occupied 
the court for eleven days, and was not finished when the 
learned judge was called away to other duties at the Central 
Criminal Court. 


Tnx TRIAL of the witness action Bright v. Eckersiey, which has 
so long “ blocked” the business in Mr. Justice Norrn’s court, 
was concluded on Thursday afternoon, the judgment of the court 
being reserved. The trial commenced on the 26th of January, 
and has been continued (with one exception) on three days in 
| each week during a period of seven weeks, twenty days having 
been occupied altogether. It may be hoped that now this 
obstruction is removed, substantial progress will be made before 
Easter in the trial of the other witness actions and the hearing 
of adjourned summonses. 





Tux nerorr of the joint committee of the Bar Committee and 
| the Incorporated Law Society condemns very emphatically tho 
| proposed removal of the jurisdiction in winding up from the 
| Chancery Division. Rules for this purpose have, it appears, 
ben — drafted, the general scheme being that all the 
winding-up business shall be transferred to one judge, who is 
‘not apparently to be a permanent judge of the Chancery 
| Division, and that all the work now rmed by the Chancery 
| registrars and the chief clerks and at the Central Office shall be 
| performed by one of the registrars in bankruptey, who is also tu 
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preside at all public examinations. If it is intended that the 
Judge in winding up shall be taken from the Queen’s Bench 
Division, the scheme, as the report points out, is doomed to 
failure. It is bad enough for the judge in bankruptcy to have 
to leave his work to go on circuit, but in winding up this would 
be intolerable. Moreover, to avoid confusion and delay, the 
judge, and also his subordinates, must have had experience in 
this special kind of work. There would be less objection to 
assigning the jurisdiction to one of the judges of the Chancery 
Division exclusively, but such a plan would not satisfy the 
bankruptcy department, and on general grounds there is very 
little to be said for it. Winding-up business, besides involving 
the decision of important points of law, very frequently requires 
the exercise of judicial discretion, and in both respects it is un- 
advisable that the influence of only one judge should be exerted. 
The report naturally takes objection to the arrangement by 
which the administrative duties now performed by the chief 
clerks in Chancery in winding-up matters, and the duty of 
presiding at public examinations in open court are to be dis- 
charged by the same person. Obviously the qualities required 
for the two positions are quite different. The best course 
doubtless would be for all public examinations to be taken, as 
the report suggests, before the judge himself, but these consume 
no little time, and it could hardly be adopted in the present state 
of the judicial staff. We hope that the very decided opinion 
expressed in the report will have the effect of averting a change 
which would dislocate business without producing any good 
results. 

THE PROFESSION owes a good deal to the late Mr. GrorcE 
Burrow Grecory. When he was elected on the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society in 1863, the members of the 
society numbered less than 2,000; there were only about 
500 country members, and the influence of the council was com- 
paratively limited. He lived to see the society grow to 6,558 
members, including 3,446 country members, and the council 
become probably the most powerful professional representative 
body in the kingdom. It may be safely said that the founda- 
tion of the important influence exercised by the council on 
current legislation was laid by Mr. Grecory. Entering the 
House of Commons in 1868 as a county member, he speedily 
acquired the respect of that assembly. He seldom spoke except 
on matters with which he was familiar, and his vigorous common 
sense and sound judgment commanded attention. Perhaps, too, 
the somewhat strange combination (in those days) of a 
esd solicitor and country gentleman of the old school 

elped at first to secure him a hearing. However this 
may be, the fact is certain that he was one of the limited 
nurher of independent and non-official members whose opinions 
carssied weight in the House and were listened to by the Govern- 
ment of the day. He was, moreover, personally popular, and 
those who do not know the House of Commons have little idea 
of the effect which may be produced on pending legislation by the 
process of the hobnobbing by members of this description with 
the officials of the Government. Mr. Grxcory largely devoted 
his Parliamentary influence to promoting measures and amend- 
ments suggested by the council in the interest of the profession 
and the public, and he could always be relied on to use his 
utmost efforts to further such measures and amendments. He 
was a steady and consistent supporter of his party, but he was 
always loyal to the interests of his profession ; and although he 
was “skilful” as a “ pilot,” no Government would ever have 
ventured to propose to him to oblige them by undertaking the 
conduct in Parliament of 4 measure containing provisions detri- 
mental to his brethren. Nor did his activity cease when he 
retired from the House of Commons. One of his latest achieve- 
ments was his adroit seizing of the opportunity, afforded by 
the proposal of the Government to raise the succession duty, 
to suggest, in a letter to the Time, the necessity for some limit 
to the claim of the Crown as against purchasers. Section 12 
A 52 Vict. c.7, the benefit of which is every day experienced, 
was the result of the attention thus called to the matter. 


Now tnat 4 committee of judges has heen duly constituted 


working of the Judicature Acts and Rules, and of the depay, 
ments of the court, it may be useful to call attention to th 
peculiar absence of anything approaching to method in th 
existing system of work at judges’ chambers in the Queen's 
Bench Division. There is no blame attaching to anyone. The 
best judges and masters that ever did honour to their respectiyg 
offices could not make order out of chaos, however perfectly 
each one were to perform his part. It is the system which js 
defective, and we can imagine no worthier part of the task 
undertaken by the judges’ committee than the organization op 
a more orderly basis of the work of the Queen’s Bench Cham. 
bers. Let us consider for a moment what actually occurs from 
day to day. There are three masters and one judge always 
sitting inchambers. The daily paper shews that both ju 
and masters have their hands full. Crowds of people fill the 
space outside the rooms in which they sit. The application 
which come before the masters are of infinite variety ; some of 
very great importance, some alinost trivial in their nature— 
from discovery in all its branches down to time summonses and 
ex parte applications. Discovery is only one out of many 
important and complicated branches of procedure which the 
masters have to deal with. New points are continually raised 
and are naturally decided by the masters in different ways, 
Each master has to decide upon his own responsibility, and he 
decides according to his own judgment. Every day some nice 
point of procedure is raised which has never been raised before. 
Every day decisions on such points are taken on appeal from 
a master to the judge. What happens then? Is the new 
point settled when the judge decides it? Not at all. The 
same point may come again and again before the masters, and 
again and again be taken on appeal to the judge. If he 
| happens to be the same judge he decides it the same way; if 
| another judge is sitting in chambers he very probably gives a 
| different decision. In either event it makes no difference to the 
| masters ; they are left entirely uninformed of the judge’s deci- 
| sions. All they can do is to go on deciding the points as they 
/recur according to their own individual judgments. If the 
point happens to be carried on appeal to the Divisional Court, 
and is reported, then one point more is snatched out of the 
cauldron of uncertainty. Is it wonderful, when such a system 
prevails, that decisions in judges’ chambers command so little 
respect? It is no reproach to anyone concerned to say that 
decisions in judges’ a on any unusual question of pro- 
cedure do not command respect. The wonder is that the work 
is as good as it is, considering the difficulties which the existing 
system imposes on those who have to doit. What the proper 
remedy may be it is not for us to say; the judges will no doubt 
devise one. One possibility, however, suggests itself at once. 
If some means could be devised whereby the new points of 
practice continually being raised—and the complexities which the 
rules contain afford infinite possibilities in this direction—could 
be sifted out from the unimportant points, carried to the judge m 
chambers on appeal, and could be properly argued before 4 
judge sitting in open court, something like uniformity would be 
given to the decisions of the masters, and an enormous reduc- 
tion would ensue in the number of appeals. 





Tue precision of the House of Lords in Hume-Dick v. Lope 
(reported elsewhere) settles the question as to the power of 
trustees to vary investments which has arisen under section 3 of 
the Trust Investment Act, 1589. That section empowers trusteds, 
unless expressly forbidden by the instrument, if any, creating 
the trust, to invest any trust funds in their hands in manner 
therein specified, ‘‘ and also from time to.time to vary any such 
investment.”’ ‘These last words were not included in the corres 
ponding provision of Lord Sr. Luonanns’ Act (22 & 23 Viet. 
c, 35, & $2), enabling trustees to invest in real securities, 
stock of the Bank of England or Ireland, and in Kast India 
stock ; and in Me Warde (2 J. & TM. 191) it was held that trustees 
could only take advantage of that Act when a power to vary 
investments was contained in the settlement, ‘The words are 
capable of two interpretations. Hither they empower trustees 
merely to vary investments made under the Act of 1889, or they 
empower them to vary investments, specified in this Act, but 
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former case they simply correspond to the power of varying 
contained in the settlement. By virtue of the settlement power 
trustees can vary investments for those specified in the Act, and 
then, by virtue of the statutory power, they can vary the latter 
as well. This view was adopted by Norra, J., in Re Manchester 
Royal Infirmary (88 W. R. 460, 43 Ch. D. 420), and, as it 
deprives the words of any effect on the applicability of the Act 
in the first instance, he decided, in accordance with Re Warde, 
that, in the absence of a power to vary in the settlement, there 
was no power to vary existing investments, although such as 
were authorized by the statute, for statutory ones. This, how- 
ever, is a narrow construction of the Act, considerably restricting 
its operation, and when Hume-Dick v. Lopes was before the 
Court of Appeal it was held that the statutory power to vary 
applied to all investments referred to in section 3, whether made 
under the Act or not. This decision has now been affirmed by 
the House of Lords. It does not, however, extend the statutory 
investments to cases where there is no power to vary in the 
settlement, and where there are existing securities not included 
among those specified in the Act; and as to these, it would 
appear that Re Warde must still be considered as an authority. 
Such an extension, however, will be effected by the words 
in clause 22 of the Trusts Bill, to which we referred last week 
ante, p. 304), if that Bill becomes law. 





A PRINCIPLE of tolerably wide application, even if in practice 
not always necessary to be resorted to, was enunciated by the 
Court of Appeal last Saturday in a case which came before 
them. It was that wherever a person (and the oe was 
stated in very wide terms by Kay, L.J., who said it did not 
matter what the profession was) makes a general charge of a 
lump sum for work and labour, done, and sets up an account 
made up of a number of separate particulars, he may be called 
upon, and is bound, to state his charges for the different items 
of the account, and so shew how he has arrived at the lump 
sum. In the particular case before the court, the person whose 
bill was in question was an architect and surveyor who had 
been employed by the defendant in that capacity in connection 
with assessing dilapidations on certain public-house property | 
owned by the defendant. Ultimately he sent in a claim for 
upwards of £90, with a statement of particulars consisting, for 
the greater part, of matters appertaining rather to the business 
of a solicitor than to that of an architect. Not being paid, he 
brought an action for the amount for ‘“‘ work and labour done,” 
and claimed upon a 5 per cent. scale, or, in the alternative, on a 
quantum merwt, The master ordered full particulars of the 
work and labour to be given, with dates and items, whereupon 
he delivered a statement in further detail, but without putting 
weary charges against each separate detail. The master then 
ordered the charges to be given, and the judge affirmed his | 
decision, but it was set aside by the Divisional Court, where- 
upon the person charged brought an appeal. It was urged on 
behalf of the architect that he could not possibly furnish what 
was asked for; he had charged a round sum and had given 
details of the services he had rendered, but it was utterly out 
of the question to expect him to be able to say exactly how 
much ought to be charged against each several detail so as to 
arrive at the total sum; and he contended what he had done 
was in accordance with general professional practice, and was 


ing the property. An auctioneer, as ogee from the example 


put by Bramwett, L.J., in Cochrane v. Rymill (27 W. R. 776), 
may, indeed, be in the former position, but more usually he is in 
the latter; and in Hollins v. Fowler (L. R. 7 H. L., at p. 787) 
at B., a mag - to his liability as clear: ‘‘An auctioneer 

elivers possession for the purpose of passing the pro > 
and it would not be di uted that he would be Fa ype 
a conversion, to the real owner.” Some little doubt has been 
thrown on the matter by the decision of Wits and Day, JJ., in 
Turner v. Hockey (56 L. J. Q. B. 301), and a cattle salesman 
who seems to have received sheep into his possession 
and to have sold them, receiving his commission, was 
held not to be liable to the owner of the sheep. But 
this has been questioned (see Clerk & Lindsell on Torts, p. 170) ; 
and in Barker v. Furlong (39 W. R. 621) Romer, J., suggested 
that, although the facts did not support such a view, the court 
must have treated the salesman as a mere conduit-pipe. In the 
present case furniture had been granted by a bill of sale to the 
plaintiffs, and the grantor then employed the defendants, who 
were auctioneers, to sell it. This they did, and, acting in the 
ordinary course of business, delivered the articles to the pur- 
chasers. Such delivery, Cortuys, J., held, was made with a 
view to passing the property, and hence there was a con- 
version of the goods for which, according to all the authori- 
ties except Turner v. Hockey, the auctioneers were liable to the 
true owners, the holders of the bill of sale. Obviously this 
rule gives to the owners of property a very material security 
against improper sales, and in general auctioneers can easily 
ascertain the state of the title. 





THE BILL oF SALE the validity of which was contested in 
Woodward v. Heseltine (35 Soxicrrors’ JounNaL, 125, 204), has at 
length been established by the decision of the House of Lords 
(Simmons v. Woodward). The points at issue were the sufficiency 
of the address of the attesting witness and the certainty of the 
description of the grantee. The attesting witness had given his 
business address, and the grantee was described as ‘‘ the Discount 
Bank of London, of which said bank Lewts Smmowns is the sole 
proprietor.” Norru, J., held the bill of sale to be bad in the 
former respect, requiring that, as in the case of the affidavit 
under section 10 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, the address 
should give the residence of the party. There is nothing, how- 
ever, in the statutory form that makes it necessary to restrict the 
meaning of ‘‘address” in this manner. Properly speaking it 
includes any place where a man can regularly be found, and his 
place of business is as good for this purpose as his residence. 
But while the Court of Appeal differed from Norrn, J., on this 
ground, they objected to the description of the grantee. 
Certainty in such description, they said, was essential, and they 
declined to interpret the above words as though they meant 


| “Smorons trading as the Discount Bank of London.” Why 


they declined to do this it is not very easy to say. Such was 
the obvious meaning, and it was impossible to contend that 
Srmnrons and the bank might have distinct claims. The House 
of Lords accordingly have now decided that there is no more in 
this technical objection than in that taken by Norrn, J. 





fair and reasonable. “It may be fair and it may be reason 
able, but it certainly is not satisfactory to those who have to | 
pay,” was the answer of Kay, L.J., and the plaintiff was | 
ordered to make out his bill, unless he elected to stand or fall | 
by a percentage scale. 





Tux prorsion of Corts, J., in Zhe Consolidated Co. v. Curtis 
4 Sons is another authority that auctioneers are liable to the 
true owners for goods which are improperly sold by them. Tho 
distinction has frequently heen pointed out between a broker 
who acts simply ax an intermediary, bringing the parties to- 
gether and assisting in the bargain without any actual inter- 
ference with the goods, and an auctioneer or other salesman to 
whom the custody of them is in general given, and who subse- 
quently delivers them to a purchaser with the intention of pass- 





The Deily News says that Sir Henry James, with the ‘assistance of Mr 
Asquith and Sir Albert Rollit, has drafted a Bill to establish a court of 
appeal in criminal cases. The court is to consist of the judges of the 
High Court of Justice and the Court of Appeal, with the exception of the 
Lord Chancellor. It will be constituted ot not less than three, ar more 


| than seven, judges, and application for leave to appeal is to be made to 
| not less than two judges sitting in the Divisional Court. 


The Times says that the Bill deposited under the title af ‘* The Public 
Trustee (Limited) has been withdrawn by the promoters, owing, it is 
stated, to the refusal of the Government to allow the Bill to proceed, their 
ground of opposition being that the proposals contained in the Bill com- 
prixed an amendment of the general law of too sweeping a character to be 
enacted by private legislation, The object of this Bill was to enable a 
limited liability company, with a nominal capital of £1,000,000, te be 
named as executor or trustee in a will, with all the powers ‘which an 
individual would have had if appointed an executer."” The company also 
asked for power to enable it to be appointed “an attorney either alone 
or jointly with any other attorney,”’ or to be appointed as trustee ar 
receiver in bunkruptey. 
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CLAIMS FOR INTEREST ON SPECIALLY-INDORSED 
WRITS. 


WE have more than once referred to the disturbing effect pro- 
duced by recent decisions upon the working of order 14. It is 
an old saying that ‘‘hard cases make bad law”’; it is equally 
true that in these days when legal business is conducted more 
or less at high pressure and every practice case is reported, a 
judicial decision which is bad law makes dire confusion, 
especially if it involves questions of procedure. During the 
last few months the whole working of order 14 has been thrown 
out of gear by two decisions of small intrinsic importance, but 
which, read together, produced an entirely misleading impres- 
sion so far as concerns claims for interest on specially-indorsed 
writs. The idea conveyed by the two cases to which we refer 
was so simple and apparently so clear, and captured the accept- 
ance of everyone concerned in the practice of judges’ chambers 
so readily, that it will require some explanation and careful un- 
ravelling of the cases to shew that it was groundless. 

The impression which Gurney v. Small (W.N., 1891, p. 168) 
and Elliott v. Roberts (ante, p. 92) produced was, that a claim un 
a specially-indorsed writ for interest “‘ from the date of the writ 
till payment or judgment” vitiated the special indorsement, 
because it was in form an unliquidated claim, not being for a 
stated sum of money. The idea was based upon a misappre- 
hension which later decisions have happily removed. But 
before stating what appears to be the precise position of this 
question at the present time, it may be as well to refer briefly to 
the decisions in those two cases. In Gurney v. Small the plain- 
tiff issued a specially-indorsed writ for a liquidated sum, adding 
a further claim for damages for use and occupation. The court 
held that an unliquidated claim could not form part of a special 
indorsement. In Elliott v. Roberts the writ was specially in- 
dorsed for a stated sum of money due on a promissory note and 
interest at twenty-five per cent. The indorsement, in addition 
to the stated sums for debt and interest to date, claimed accru- 
ing interest at the same rate from the date of the writ till judg- 
ment. The court held that the claim for accruing interest was 
an unliquidated demand, and, on the authority of Gurney v. 
Small, that it therefore vitiated the special indorsement. The 
natural inference which most people drew from this decision was 
that every claim for accruing interest on a specially-indorsed 
writ from date of writ till judgment was an unliquidated claim, 
and therefore vitiated the special indorsement and took the case 
out of the operation of order 14. Subsequent cases, however, 
have distinguished Eiliott v. Roberts, and the distinctions intro- 
duced into it have completely altered its effect. 


We will now take the cases on this point in their regular | 


order, and then state the precise result which appears to have 
been attained up to the present time. 

The first and most important case is Rodway v. Lucas (10 
Exch. 667), decided on the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, s. 
25, on which ord. 3, r. 6, is based, and which contains the words 
“with or without interest” used in precisely the same connec- 


tion as the same words are used in the existing rule. The case | 


turned whether in an action on a promissory note and 
1O0U addition of the words: “The plaintiff also claims 
interest on £200 at ten per cent. per annum, and on £800 at 
five per cent. per annum, from the date hereof till payment or 
judgment,” vitiated the special indorsement. The court (Por- 
LOCK, C.B., Panxe, Atprrsox, and Martin, BB.) held that this 
added claim for accruing interest did not vitiate the special 
indorsement, but Porzock, C.B., added that this decision would 
only apply to actions on bills of exchange and promissory notes, 
where interest followed the claim as a matter of course, and 
that in other cases, if interest was claimed on specially-indorsed 
writs, unless there was a contract express or implied to pay it, 
j L obtained on such claims would be set aside. 

In Waite y. Power (not v d, Annual Practice, 1892, p. 

202) the Court of Appeal held that a claim for interest in an 


interest at twenty-five per cent. was charged. The court held 
that the rate was exorbitant, and that in the absence of ag 
agreement to pay interest at such a rate no sueh agreement 
could be inferred, and, therefore, interest at such a rate could 
only be claimed as unliquidated damages. 

Blood v. Robinson (ante, p. 203) was an action on a bill of 
exchange, and accruing interest was claimed from the date of 
the writ until payment or judgment, without naming any rate, 
The court (following Waite v. Power, suprd) held that this claim 
did not invalidate the special indorsement. Cave, J., distin. 
guished Elliott v. Roberts (with which he agreed) by explaining 
that in that case the court had properly refused to imply a 
contract to pay interest at twenty-five per cent. 

We will now refer parenthetically to four cases which, though 
they have only an indirect bearing on the question we are 
discussing, have not been without their influence on the result 
attained. 

Ex parte Charman (W.N., 1887, p. 184) decided that, unless 
expressly made payable on the face of the instrument, interest 
on a bill of exchange or promissory note can only be claimed 
by way of damages. But a recent case of Barrett v. Garcia 
(not reported; Divisional Court, Feb. 27, 1892) decided that 
though the claim for interest on a bill of exchange is by way of 
damages, yet by virtue of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 
57, it becomes a claim for liquidated damages, and may, there- 
fore, form part of a special indorsement. In Zhe Rhymney 
Railway Co. vy. The Rhymney Iron Co (38 W. R. 764, 25 Q. B. D. 
146) it was held that a claim for interest indorsed on a writ is 
not a demand in writing within 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42; and in 
Re Edwards (61 L. J. Ch. 22) it was further decided that a 
notice printed on an account for goods delivered, to the effect 
that, after one year’s credit, interest would be charged at a 
specified rate, was not a demand in writing within the statute. 

The most important of the modern decisions is that delivered 
in the Sheba Gold Mining Co. v. Trubshawe and Ryley v. Master 
(reported elsewhere), which were heard together by a divisional 
court of five judges. In the first of these cases the claim was 
for goods sold and delivered ; in the second for money paid to 
the use of the defendant. In each case a claim for accruing 
interest from the date of the writ until payment or judgment 
was added to the special indorsement. In neither case was there 
an express or implied contract to pay interest, nor was there any 
statutory right to interest, as in the case of a claim on a bill of 
exchange. The court held that the writs were not specially 
indorsed. The Lord Chief Justice, in delivering judgment, said : 
‘“We think that the statement of claim, which demands interest 
but shews no legal liability to pay it, is upon general principles 
defective.” He, moreover, expressed the entire agreement of 
the court with Rodway v. Lucas, and gave leave to defend, on the 
express ground that, under the rule of practice as laid down in 
that case, there was no right in the present case to claim interest 
except as unliquidated damages, a claim for which could not 
form part of a special indorsement. 

The most striking feature of the above cases, taken together, 
is that they have put an interpretation upon the words “liqui- 
dated demand,” as used in rules of court, and especially in ord. 
3, r. 6, which gives them a wider meaning than that which is 
frequently attached to them. A liquidated demand is not merely 
a claim for a definite sum of money. It must also be a claim 
which of its nature is one which can be rightly made under the 
rules in the form of a definite sum of money. A claim for un- 
liquidated damages cannot under avy circumstances be so twisted 
into a definite form as to become a “liquidated demand.” In 
order to come within the meaning of that term the claim must 
be liquidated in its nature as well as in its form. Indeed the 
cases go even one step further than this.. Accruing interest 
cannot obviously be claimed as a stated sum of money, but, 
according to the decisions we have cited, that peculiarity does 





| not prevent a claim for accruing interest at a given rate from 
‘forming part of a liquidated demand. The distinction drawn 


action on 4 promissory note might properly be included in a | between claims for accruing interest which may be made and 
special indorsement, even though no express agreement therefor those which may not rests upon the nature of the claim, not 


was 5 
Elliott ¥. Roberts (ante, p. 92 ; distinguished by Blood v. Robin- 


| upon its form. 
The net result of the recent decisions appears to me to place 


vim, infra, and Sheba Gold Mining Co, v. Trubshawe, reported |the same interpretation upon the words “with or without 


here) was an action on « promissory note, and accruing | interest” in ord, 3, r. 6, as was placed upon the same words in 
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the same connection in section 25 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852, in the case of Rodway v. —viz. : 

If there is a statutory right to claim interest as liquidated 
damages, and it is properly claimed at an i 
rate; or, if there is an agreement to pay interest at the 
rate claimed, and such agreement is alleged in the 
statement of claim indorsed on the writ, then the 
ordinary clause for accruing interest ‘from the date 
hereof till payment or judgment” does not vitiate the 
special indorsement. 

But where accruing interest at an unusual or exorbitant 
rate is claimed in an action on a bill of exchange, and 
no agreement is alleged to pay at that rate; or, where 
interest is claimed on goods sold and delivered, or on 
any claim which does not carry a statutory right to 
interest, or is not based upon a contract which com- 
prises the payment of interest, then a claim for accruing 
interest cannot form part of a special indorsement, but 
must be treated as one for unliquidated damages. 

Thus far have the decided cases brought us up to the present 
time. The position attained, however, is not free from 
ambiguity. ere is one important point which needs to be 
cleared from doubt; and, as it arises in a class of cases which 
number many thousands in every year, it ought not to be 
disregarded. 

It was held in Elliott v. Roberts that the claim for accruing 
interest vitiated the special indorsement because it was exorbi- 
tant interest, and the indorsement did not shew any contract to 
pay interest at that rate, although the promissory note sued upon 
was for a sum of money and interest thereon at twenty-five per 
cent. Was that one of those hard cases which make bad law, 
to which we have referred? Without venturing to express an 
opinion to that effect, we may say without hesitation that that 
decision is a rending asunder of old and hitherto firmly fixed 
moorings of practice in bills of exchange actions. The four 
learned judges who decided Rodway v. Lucas (suprd) took an en- 
tirely different view. They allowed a claim for accruing interest 
at ten per cent. on a bill of exchange to be included in a 
specially-indorsed writ, and on the express ground that in a 
case where interest would ordinarily follow the claim the court 
would infer the existence of an agreement to pay it, unless the 
defendant could shew there was no such agreement. Now, in 
an action on a bill of exchange the practice prior to Elliott v. 
Roberts has been to allow interest to be taken at the rate specified 
in the bill itself, and to apply that rule to interest up to the 
date of the writ, and also to accruing interest if claimed at the 
same rate. Thut is to say, the fact of the defendant having 
agreed in the bill of exchange or promissory note to pay interest 
at a special rate, has been accepted as sufficient evidence of the 
existence of a contract to pay interest at that rate. That prac- 
tice is consistent with Waste v. Power and Rodway v. Lucas, but 
it is inconsistent with /Jlio/t v. Roberts, which is a case of later 
date. Which ruling is to prevail? This point ought to be 
settled. What is to fix the rate of interest claimable on a bill 
of exchange if it be not the bill itself? If a person raises money 
on a bill of exchange and agrees to pay a special rate of interest, 
is that —_ rate to cease directly the bill is dishonoured? Is 
that the law? We have no sympathy with usurers, but after 
all a contract is a contract. We ought at least to have a clear 
indication, in claims for interest on bills of exchange, of the pre- 
tise point or particular rate at which a demand for interest 
passes out of the category of “liquidated demands” and enters 
that of claims for “‘ unliquidated damages.” 

Francis A. STRINGER. 








THE MARQUIS OF BUTE’S CASE. 


Tar nt of the liquidators of the Cardiff Savings Bank to 
make the Marquis of Bute liable for the irre ties in the 
management of the bank which led to a deficiency of assets 
has failed, and, as it would seem, properly. There would 
doubtless be a certain justice in holding that a person who 
allows himself to be put forward as the president of such an 
institution should be bound to take some precautions to insure 
that its affairs are being efficiently managed, but upon the 
terms of the statutes which regulate the matter it is dithioult to 





translate this obligation into a legal liability without evidence of 
~ greater negligence than could be attributed to the Marquis 
of Bure. 

The question turns upon the construction of section 11 of the 
Trustee Savings Bank Act, 1863, under which trustees and 
managers of savi banks are exempted from personal 
liability, except in t specified cases. The first is where 
money is actually received for the use of the savings bank and 
not properly paid over, the third where there is omission in 
taking security from officers in manner provided by the Act, 
but neither of these cases occurred in the present instance. 
The liability was incurred, if at all, under the second exception 
—that is, on the ground of neglect or omission in complying 
with the rules and regulations as to the maintenance of aaa 
the audit and examination of accounts, and the holding of 
meetings and keeping minutes of | reynen. thereat. That 
there had been on the part of some of the trustees and man 
negligence in these respects was made clear by the evidence 
given in Davies's case (38 W. R. 571), and it appeared in 
particular that the regulations contained in sub-sections 2, 6, and 
7 of section 6 of the Act had not been observed. Sub-section 2 
requires that not less than two persons, either trustees or 

ers or paid officers appointed for that specific purpose, 
should be parties to every transaction of deposit and repay- 
ment, so as to form at least a double ch on every such 
transaction with depositors; and sub-sections 6 and 7 re- 
quire that an extracted list of depositors’ balances should 
be annually examined hy the auditors, and should be at 
all times during the hours of public business open to the 
inspection of depositors. The omission to observe these 
and other requirements made it ible for Wru1aMs, the 
actuary and paid officer of the hank, $0: appropriate large sums 
of money, and, as the result, an order was made under section 
199 of the Companies Act, 1862, for winding up the bank as an 
unregistered company. In Davies’s case knowledge of the omis- 
sion was brought home to one of the trustees, who had for many 
years taken an active part in the management of the bank, and 
it was argued that he had thereby rendered himself liable to 
contribute to the assets of the company, and ought, under sec- 
tion 200, to be placed on the list of contributories. This con- 
tention was rejected by Srrrurxe, J., who held, however, that he 
was liable for a misfeasance or breach of trust under section 
165 (now replaced by section 10 of the Act of 1890), and directed 
an inquiry as to what sum he ought to pay. 

The Marquis of Bute’s case differed from this in that he was 
not shewn to have had any knowledge of the irregularities. His 
father, it appears, was president of the bank from its founda- 
tion in 1819 until his death in 1848. At that time the present 
marquis was an infant less than a year old, but during the 
whole of his minority he was described in the books and docu- 
ments of the bank as president. In 1869, shortly after he had 
come of age, he accepted the — by attending a meeting of 
the trustees and managers. At that meeting he presided and 
signed the minutes, but he attended no subsequent ee 
did not again interfere in any way in the affairs of the ‘ 
Wasious Sessaeata, such as annual reports and circulars con- 
vening meetings, were forwarded to him from time to time, and, 
although he had no recollection of seeing any of these, Srm- 
unc, J., decided the case on the assumption that they had duly 
reached him. Had he read them, however, there was nothing 
to arouse suspicion that the rules of the bank were not being 
observed. e inference, indeed, was rather the other way. 
The reports referred to the accounts of the paid officer as — 
been audited and found correct, and they shewed that votes 
thanks had been passed to the trustees and who had 
attended as required by the rules to check transactions of deposit 
and repayment. 

Assuming, then, that the marquis, as president, was to be 
ranked with trustees and managers for the purpose of section 11 
of the Act of 1863—and this upon the construction of the rules 
of the bank was not altogether clear—the question was raised in 
an extremely simple form. Could a trustee who had altogether 
abstained from the management of the bank, having, at the 
same time, no reason to sw that such management was 





being improperly conducted, be made liable for a misfeasance or 
breach of 


trust in relation to the bank under section 165 of the 
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Companies Act, 1862, merely because there had been failure on 
the part of other trustees and the officials in complying with the 
statutory requirements ? For an answer it is of course natural 
to refer to the cases which have been decided under the seme 
section on the liability of directors. In Perry’s case (34 L. T. 
716) a director accepted office at the request of the promoter of 
the company, from whom he received his qualification in shares 
which he understood to be paid up. He attended a few of the 
board meetings, but his interference in the affairs of the com- 
pany was slight, and at the end of a year his resignation was | 
tendered and accepted. Bacon, V.C., held that he was not 
liable for what had been done at meetings at which he was not | 
present. ‘It would be monstrous,” he said, ‘to entertain any 
such proposition. He became a director, and he is liable for all 
he did asa director, but he was not bound to attend every 
meeting of the directors. It is not part of the duty of a director 
to take part in every transaction which is conducted at a board 
meeting. His business or his pleasure may call him elsewhere, | 
and it would be a most unheard of thing to say that, if any- 
thing wrong was done at a board meeting, he being named 
among the directors but not present, he is liable for what is done 
in his absence.” In Re Denham & Co. (25 Ch. D. 752) fraudulentre- 
ports and balance-sheets had been issued anddividends paid under 
them. One of the directors attended no board meetings during | 
the period which the reports covered, and had no reason to suspect | 
any misconduct. The books had been kept and audited by duly | 
authorized officers. Currry, J., held that, although the director | 
had been guilty of considerable negligence in the discharge of 
the duties of his office, yet he was entitled to trust the auditors, | 
and was not liable for a misfeasance of which he had no personal 
negligence. Soin Re Lirerpool Household Stores Association (62 
L. T. 873) Kexewrcu, J., held that, to impose liability on a 
director under section 165, the negligence charged against him | 
must be crass negligence, while to constitute crass negligence 
there must be a plain duty to do or abstain from doing some | 
particular thing and also such abstention from action or such | 
action as the court would be justified in holding to be mis- 
chievous or reckless. . 

Judging the matter by the standard of these decisions, it 
would clearly be difficult to impose liability on the Marquis of 
Bere in the present instance. He may have been negligent in 
allowing his name to be put forward as president of the bank 
without taking any precautions to ascertain whether the 
business of the bank was being properly carried on, but 
it is necessary to go further than this to make out a 
case of misfeasance or breach of trust within the meaning 
of the section. It was not his business to be present on all the 
occasions when transactions of deposit and repayment were 
taking place, nor to see that the auditors and the paid officer of 
the bank were doing their duty. Consequently, his mere 
abstention, so long as he had no suspicion of the irregularities 
which were being committed, did not amount to any such 
omission to perform a plain duty as in itself to involve him in 
liability. It appears to have been suggested in the argument | 
that this would enable all the trustees to abstain from acting. 
But, apart from the consideration that such a thing is very 
unlikely to happen, it is to be noticed that it could hardly occur 
without coming to the knowledge of at least some of the 
trustees, and any of those who were thus acquainted with the 
state of affairs would be under an obligation immediately to 
intervene. An omission to do so, therefore, would be a plain 
dereliction of duty. But the position of the Marquis of Burr 
seems to be analogous to that of the directors in the above cases 
who, being under no special obligation to interfere in the matters 
complained of, and ielew aware of no circumstances which 
joe arouse their suspicion, were excused from liability for acts 
done without their knowledge, and greater stringency could 
hardly he shewn towards 4 trustee who acts gratuitously than 
towards a director who is paid for his services. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890. 
[T7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—The Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, appears to create g 
curious difficulty in connection with the Joint-Stock Companieg 
Arrangement Act, 1870, and companies in voluntary liquidation. 

This latter Act empowers the ‘‘ court” to do certain things, but 
does not define the ‘‘ court,” simply incorporating the Companies 
Act, 1862. The ‘‘court”’ is defined by section 81 of that Act. This 


a 


| section is wholly repealed by the Act of 1890, which re-enacts it only 


by giving jurisdiction to certain courts to ‘‘ wind up”? companies, 

Now in the case of a voluntary winding up there is no ‘‘ winding 
up” by the court, and as no generai jurisdiction is anywhere con- 
ferred by the Act of 1890, there would appear to be a serious 
technical omission. 

I may also point out that the new Act purports to repeal certain 
words in the 92nd section of the Act of 1862 which are not in the 
Act—i.e., substitutes ‘‘ shall” for ‘‘ may also.” W. Mavpg, 

Arundel House, Victoria Embankment, March 7. 


[Clearly the draftsman of the Act of 1890 had omitted to notice 
that there might be an application to the court in the course of 
voluntary winding up. We imagine, however, that the words of 
section 1—‘‘ the courts having jurisdiction to wind up companies ”— 
would be construed so as to include the case referred to by our corre- 
spondent. Jurisdiction “in winding up” may perhaps be a legiti- 
mate paraphrase of jurisdiction ‘‘to wind up.’’—Eb. S. J.] 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 

HUME-DICK +. LOPES—3rd March. 
TrustEE—INVESTMENT—PoweRr TO VARY InvestMENTS—Trvust INVESTMENT 
Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 32), ss. 3, 6. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal (Lindley: 
Fry, and Kay, L.JJ.), reported 39 W. R. 225, [1891] | Ch. 423. Mr. Dick» 
by his will, dated the 50th of August, 1844, gave all his real and personal 
estate to his executors and trustees, upon trust to convert into money 
such part as should not consist of money or securities for money, or 
Government securities, and to invest the same in the public stocks or 
funds of Great Britain, and to stand possessed of the same, and all other 
his residuary estate, upon trust to lay out the same or any part thereof in 
the parchase of freehold lands of inheritance in Ireland to be vested in the 
tru tees upon the trusts, and to and for the uses, &c., therein mentioned. 
The testator died on the 26th of March, 1858, and Lopes, L.J., was, at the 
hearing in the House of Lords, the sole surviving trustee. Part of the 
testator’s residuary estate had been laid out in the purchase of lands in 
Ireland, but part remained invested in Government stocks. The tenant 
for life was desirous that the Government stocks should be sold by the 
trustee, and the proceeds invested upon mortgage of freehold property in 
the county of Wilts. There was no power to vary investments, or any 
prohibition as to an investment of the trust funds in a mortgage of real 
estate contained in the will. An originating summons was taken out by 
the trustees to determine the question whether they had power under the 
Trust Investment Act, 1889, to make the proposed investment. The 
Court of Appeal held that section 3 of the Trust Investment Act, 1889, 
applied to the investinents specified in that section, whether made before 
or under the Act of 1889, and therefore that the Government stocks could 
be sold and invested on the proposed mortgage. 

Tue Court (Lords Watson, Macnacuren, Monnis, Frei, and Hannes 
affirmed this decision, and the appeal was accordingly dismissed.—CownseL, 


Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and L. Beanmont; Farwell, V.C., and Methold ; Howell. 
Soxicrrons, Munis & Longden ; Arnold & White. 
Reported by C. H. Ginavron, Barrister-at-Law 
Court of Appeal. 
MOORE ». PEACHEY (CHARING CROSS BANK, Garnishee)—No. 2, 


2nd March. 


GARNISHEK Onven—Sertine Axio‘ Onven vor MUTUQL Miatakn—ENLAROR- 


ment ov Time TO AprKan. 
This was an appeal from a decision of Cave and Charles, JJ. (reported 
ante, p. 275). The plaintiff, having recovered judgmént against the de- 
fendant, obtained a garnishee order nisi to obtaln from the Charing Cross 


| Bank certain moneys in their possession as being bankers of the defend- 


ant, The order nisi wan served, on the 18th of August, 1801, on the pro- 
prietor of the bank, together with an affidavit of the solicitor of the judgment 
creditor to the effect that the judgment debtor, lrederick Peachey, had 
moneys in their hands. The bank had a customer named Henry Frederick 
Peachey, who had a balance of £144 to hiv credit, and no other customer 
of the name of Peachey; and on receipt of the garnishee order nin they 


| wrote to thelr customer informing him of it, but the letter was returned 
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SS 7 _ 
to them through the post-office marked ‘‘ gone away.’’ On the 26th of 
ta clerk of the bank attended at chambers before the master and 
admitted that the bank had £130 which he believed to be the money of 
the judgment debtor. In fact, the bank had been misled by the mistake 
of the solicitor of the judgment creditor into believing that their customer, 
Henry Frederick Peachey, was the same person as the judgment debtor, 
Frederick Peachey. The master made the order absolute, and the bank 
id over the £130 standing to the credit of Henry Frederick Peachey to 
the judgment creditor. The mistake having, in December, been dis- 
covered, 2 summons was taken out to set the order aside. Pollock, B., 
refused to set it aside. The Divisional Court (Cave and Charles, JJ.) 
reversed the decision of Pollock, B., and from their decision the judgment 
creditor appealed. It was contended on behalf of the creditor that the 
money, having been paid under compulsion of law, could not be recovered, 
and that, at any rate, leave to extend the time for appealing ought not to 
have been given. 

Tur Covrt (Lord Herscue.t and Lixpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Herscue tt said that the garnishee order wisi, which gave only the 
name of the judgment debtor, Frederick Peachey, but did not sufficiently 
further describe him by his address, &c., naturally suggested to the bank 
that he was the person who had an account with them. But their custo- 
mer was, in reality, Henry Frederick Peachey. They communicated with 
—at least, they sent a letter to—him, but the letter was returned. They 
admitted they had money of his, and, the order having been made abso- 
lute on the 26th of August, they paid it over to the judgment creditor. 
It then subsequently appeared that a mistake had been made, and that the 
real judgment debtor had never had any account with them, and was a 
different man from their customer, Henry Frederick Peachey. When the 
mistake was discovered they took out a summons asking to have the time 
for appeal against the order enlarged and to have the order set aside. 
Pollock, B., refused the application, and indorsed the summons, ‘‘ No 
order.”’ Application was then made, under section 50 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, to review that decision, and the Divisional Court extended the 
time to appeal, and, having so extended it, set aside the garnishee order. 
Now before their lordships the question had arisen whether the court 
ought to have extended the time. Now, the matter having been one of 
discretion for the court below, would, his lordship asked, the Court of 
Appeal entertain the objection’ The argument in support of the objec- 
tion came to this, that, although the decision of the Divisional Court in 
setting aside the order was rigut on the merits of the case, yet the Court 
of Appeal ought to set aside the allowing an extension of time, and so set 
aside the decision on the merits as well. If the appeal against the gar- 
nishee order had been made in time, that garnishee order could not 
have stood, it must have been set aside. The mistake which had led to it 
had been common to both parties, the judgment creditor as well as the 
bank. His lordship agreed that only under exceptional circumstances 
should extension of time be allowed, but when it was once given the case 
must stand upon its merits. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Liyoiey, L.J., concurred. It was obvious the garnishee order ought 
never to have been made; it arose out of acommon blunder. The Divi- 
sional Court was quite right to extend the time to appeal, and his lordship 
would be very reluctant to interfere with their discretion. 

Kay, L.J., also concurred. When once the blunder was discovered there 
was no needless delay in taking steps to rectify matters. The bank was 
not in fault, and the court, in the exercise of its discretion, had extended 
the time. His lordship had never heard of a case where the Court of 
Appeal had reversed a discretionary order of a court below giving an 
extension of time.—Covunse., A. 7. Lawrence and J. St. J. Leslie; Cluer. 
Souicrrors, King § Burrell; C. E.R. Preston, 


Reported by Arruurn Lawrenycr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


COOPER (Creditor) ». GRIFFIN (Debtor); POSNO AND OTHERS 
(Claimants)—No. 2, 2nd March. 


Cuaraing OnpEr—SuARES HELD AS QUALIFICATION ror Drrecrorsnip— 
Trusrer—* In nis own Riout ’’—1 & 2 Vier. c. 110, s. 14. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Collins, 
J. (reported ante, p. 217). On the 25th of August, 1891, the plaintiff re- 
covered judgment against the defendant for a sum of £780 and costs to be 
taxed. He then took out a summons at chambers, and on the 29th of 
August obtained from a master a rule wisi setting out that the defendant 
was still indebted to him in the said sum so recovered, and that there were 
standing in the name of the defendant 300 fully paid-up £1 shares in the 
North-Eastern Bulfontein Mining Co., and the master ordered that the 
defendant’s interest in such shares should stand charged with the payment 
of the amount due under the judgment. Onthe 4th of December Charles, 
J., at chambers, made the rule absolute. From that order an appeal was 
brought to the Divisional Court by three persons (the present claimants) 
who claimed to be beneficial owners of the shares so charged, alleging that 
the defendant was a mere trustee for them, and that, therefore, the shares 
Were not liable for his judgment debt. It appeared from affidavits which 
Were not disputed that the defendant became possessed of the shares in 
this way: The North-Hastern Bulfontein Mining Co. was incorporated in 
March, 1889, and the board of directors of the company thought it neces- 
sary, in the interests of the company, to appoint a manager in South 
Africa of their mine tnd business there. They accordingly appointed the 
defendant, under the title of ‘* managing director,’’ and, as the articles of 
association (article 67) provided that the qualification of a director should 
he the holding of 300 shares of the company in his own right, it was 
Wranged that there should be transferred into his name 300 shares. The 
chairman of the board of directors, who was one of the claimants, deposed 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





_ [Vol. 36.] 325 


they belonged, 100 each, to the three claimants, that they had been trans- 
ferred in or about the month of June, 1889, to the and, con- 

currently with the execution of the transfers to him, the defendant had 

executed to the claimants respectively a blank transfer back, and that the 

shares had been transferred to the defendant solely for the purposes of 

certain arrangements made for the convenience of the company, and to 

qualify him as a director. Section 14 of the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 (for ex- - 
tending the remedies of creditors against the property of debtors) pro- 

vides ‘‘that if any person against whom any ju ent shall have n 

entered up . . . shallhave . . . any stock or shares of or in any 

public company in England (whether incorporated or not) standing in his 

name in his own right, or in the name of any person in trust for him, it 

shall be lawful fora judge . , on the application of any judgment 

creditor, to order that such stock . . . orshares . . . shall stand 

charged with the payment of the amount for which judgment shal] have 

been so recovered.’”’ Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Collins. J., held that, it 

being admitted that the defendant had no beneficial interest in the shares, 

the charging order was wrong, and must be discharged. From that 

decision the plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Herscuent and Lixpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Hersnett said the order which it was sought to establish had 
charged the interest of the judgment debtor in certain shares. That the 
shares did stand in kis name, there was no doubt. The Act of Parliament, 
under which the claim was made, permitted an order such as that in the 
present case to be made, when the shares were standing in the debtor’s 
name ‘‘in his own right, or in the name of any person in trust for him,”’ 
and the question arose, what was the meaning of the words, ‘* in his own 
right.’’ It was quite clear the statute intended the benefit of the debtor’s 
interest to go to the creditor where he had a beneficial interest, whether 
that interest was represented by shares which he himself held, or by shares 
which others held for him. It was equally certain that, if the shares were 
standing in the debtor’s own name but he held them merely in trust for 
other people (and it was said on one side that this was the case in the 
present instance), the charging order could not be maintained. What were 
the facts? The shares, before they became vested in the debtor, were 
owned by the three persons who were the claimants here, and they had 
been transferred by them into the name of the debtor, but merely with the 
intention of passing the legal interest to him and of retaining the 
beneficial interest in themselves. A transfer of the shares back 
to the claimants was made, but was never finally completed, the blanks 
not being tilled in. Now was he under the circumstances, with the legal 
interest in the shares vested in him, a mere bare trustee, and in no way 
beneficially entitled ? In his lordship’s view he was, and that being so he 
had no beneficial interest which could be charged. But it was then urged, 
if that were so, that the trust of which he was trustee was an illegal one, 
inasmuch as it was created merely to qualify him to be a managing 
director while in reality he took no beneficial interest. The articles of 
association (article 67) said that the qualification to be a director should 
be the holding of a certain number of shares “‘ in his own right,”’ and it 
was urged that that expression there meant holdmg as beneficial owner 
and, inasmuch as the transfer to the debtor was intended only to hold him 
out as beneficial owner, the trust was one which the claimants could not 
have enforced, and so, it being an illegal one, the debtor could have 
retained and held the shares for his own benefit. But what really was the 
meaning of ‘‘in his own right”’ in the articles of association? Was it the 
same as in the Act of Parliament? The question had been fully con- 
sidered by the late Master of the Rolls in the case of Paxlbroat v. Richmond 
Consolidated Mining Co. (27 W. R. 377, 9 Ch. D. 610). In that case the 
person claimed to be qualified as a director,in respect of shares which he 
had mortgaged, but the judgment of Jessel, M-R., was broader than the 
immediate circumstances of the case alone required, and it was evident 
that in his view ‘‘ in his own right’’ was not for such purposes as that of 
qualification as a director synonymous with *‘ as beneficial owner”’; that 
decision was in 1878 and, so far as his lordship knew, remained unques- 
tioned till the case of Bainbridge v. Smith in 1889 7 W. R. 594, 41 Ca. D. 
462), in which Cotton, L.J., expressed dissent from the observations af 
Jessel, M.R., in the earlier case, and Lindley, L.J., also said his own 
view was that, if the matter were then rs ivtgr, he should 
himself hesitate to take the view Jessel, M.R., had taken, bat 
that, inasmuch as since that decision so many transactions must have taken, 
and be still taking, place on the footing of the law being as there laid 
down, he was not prepared to go against it. His lordship felt as Lindley, 
L.J., had felt as to so many transactions having taken place on a par- 
ticular footing, and it would be a serious matter to interfere with the 
decision of Pxidroek v. Richmond Consolidated Mining Co. But in the present 
case it had been felt by the persons concerned that what they were pro- 
posing to do was not iegal, there was no intention on their part to be 
guilty of any fraud, no intention to represent any one as beneficial owner 
of shares when in fact he was not so, Could the appellant establish that 
the cestwis gue trust here, the claimants, had acted im such a way that, if 
they came to the court for assistance to ent the trust, the court would 
say : ** You have acted in such a way that you cannot enforce it’? His 
lordship did not think such was the case; Dut even if it were, he did not 
consider that would entitle the orediter to prevail, Suppose a trast which 
it would be dishonest for the trustee to deny but which could not be 
proved, a creditor could not claim and get hold of the property from the 
trustee in such a case, ‘The appeal must be dismissed. 

Lanpury, L.J., concurred, As to the words ‘in his own right * as used 

in 1 & 2 Viet. o, 110, s, 14, they had been construed by authority, almost 

ever since the Act passed, as referring only to beneficial ownership, What 
Ve vedaing 











that the defendant had no beneficial interest whatever in the shares, that 





his lordship had said in /Widrwed vy. Richmond € t Aiwing Oh had 
no reference to that Act at all, though it did refer to similar language. 

























LS 


Kay, L.J., was of the same opinion. The debtor here said: ‘‘ As 
between me and the claimants I cannot deny that the beneficial interest in 
the shares is in them, not in me.’’ But the creditor contended that the 
transaction was tainted with illegality. But that argument must fail, for, 
when the transaction was entered into, Pulbrook v. Richmond Consolidated 
Mining Co. had never been questioned, and the transaction was on the 
" footing of the law as there laid down.—Covnst1, Je/f, Q.C., and C. Lyttelton 
Chubb; Wedderburn. Soxrcrrors, Barraud, Regge, & Jupp; Nicol, Son, $ 
Jones, 





"Reported by Artuur Lawnzence, Barrister-at-Law.! 


WILD v. WAYGOOD & CO.—WNo. 2, 4th March. 


Emproyer’s Lianturry—Inscry To WorkmMAN—NIGLIGENCE OF PsRSON 
ervixc Orpers—Conrormitr ry WorEMAN TO ORDERs—INJORY RESULT- 
ING FROM COMBINED EFFECT oF stCH NEGLIGENCE snp CoNFORMITY— 
Exprtorers’ Lianmrry Acz, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 42), s. 1 (3) 
Appeal by the plaintiff from the decision of a divisional court (Mathew 

and A. L. Smith, JJ.) setting aside a verdict and judgment for £50 

damages obiained by the plaintiff in the county court. The action was 
brought under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, to recover damages for 
personal injuries sustained by the plaintiff under the following circum- 
stances :—The defendants, Waygood & Co., had contracted to construct 

a hydraulic lift on certain premises which were in course of erection by 

Messrs. Horton, builders; and for the purpose of properly constructing 

the lift the defendants employed one Duplea, who was the only person 

employed in that work. On November 8, 1890, Duplea asked the foreman 
of Messrs. Horton to lend him one of their (the builders’) workmen to assist 
him in work connected with the lift, and the plaintiff was in consequence 
told to assist Duplea with the lift. On November 11, the day on which 
the accident happened, the plaintiff was assisting Duplea in work con- 
nected with the lift, and was ordered by Duplea to put a plank across the 
well of the lift, and to stand upon it. While the plaintiff was on the 
plank Duplea negligently started the lift, and the effect was that the 
plank tilted up, and the plaintiff, in order to save himself from falling 
down the well, had no alternative but to catch hold of the pulley-rope, 
which pulled his hands over the pulley and caused him injury. The plain- 
tiff relied on section 1, sub-section (3), of the Employers’ Liability Act, 

1880, which gives a remedy to a workman against his employer ‘‘ where 

personal injury is caused to a workman by reason of the negligence of 

any person in the service of the employer to whose orders or directions the 
workman at the time of the injury was bound to conform and did con- 
form, where such injury resulted from his having so conformed.’’ The 

Divisional Court set aside the verdict and judgment obtained by the 

plaintiff in the countr -urt on two grounds—first, that there was no 

evidence to go to the jury that the plaintiff was bound to conform to the 
orders of Duplea; and, secondly, that even if the plaintiff was so bound, 
there was no evidence that the injury resulted from his conforming to the 

orders, and they considered that the case was governed by Howard v. 

Bennett (58 L. J. Q. B. 129). The plaintiff appealed. 

— Covet (Lord Herscueit and Lrxpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Lord Herscuet said that the first objection taken by the defendants 
was that there was no evidence that the plaintiff was a workman employed 
by the defendants. But Duplea had requested the builders’ foreman to 
lend him a workman for the purpose of the lift; it was not work that the 
builders were to do, but work that the lift contractors were to do; and it 
appeared that the defendants wrote to the builders’ foreman to have the 
account of the plaintiff's wages from the 8th of November to the 11th of 
November sent on to the defendants. It was enough to say that there 
was evidence that the plaintiff was in the service of the defendants within 
the meaning of the Act. Then it was said that Duplea was not a person 
to whose orders the plaintiff was bound to conform within the meaning of 
sub-section 3. This court had no power to review the facts, and if there 
was any evidence upon that point, the judgment of the county court must 
stand. The facts were these. Duplea was the only person in the service 
of the defendants who was on the premises at all, and he was there in 
connection with the construction of the lift, which was a matter in which 
he must have had some experience. He himself said on cross-examination 
that he was the only person to give orlers to the plaintiff, and that the 
plaintiff did what he was told, and there was no re-examination of Duplea’s 
statement on that point. It therefore could not be said that there was no 
evidence on that point. The third objection was more serious. In order 
to establish the defendants’ liability it must be shewn that the injury was 
caused by reason of the negligence of a person in the service of the em- 
ployer to whose orders the workman at the time of the injury was bound to 
conform, and did conform, where such injury resulted from his having £0 
conformed. It must be taken on the ovidense that Duplea was guilty of 
aie mie But it was said on behalf of the defendants that though the 
in might have arisen by reason of the negligence of Duplea, it did not 
result from the plaintiff having conformed to the order. But there was 
here 4 very intimate connection between the conformity to the order, the 

igence, and the injury, because at the moment of the accident the 

iff was in the position which he had been ordered to take up. The 
injury was caused by the starting of the lift while the plaintiff was on the 
. and he was on the plank in conformity to an order which he was 

to obey. If the plaintif was not on the plank there would have 

been no negligence on the part of Duplea in starting the lift. It was said 
that the conformity was not the causa caneans of the injury, but that the 
causa camans Was the starting of the lift. But it was not necessary that the 
comtormity to the order should be the causa causans, because by the words 

A section 1, «ib-section (3), the negligence was to be the conu can ann, 

although smething more was required to be proved—viz., that the injury 
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to the plaint resulted also from his having conformed to the order. Jy 
this case it was clear that the injury did result from the plaintiff having cop. 
formed to Duplea’s order. 
a dangerous position if the person who told him was guilty of negligence, 
and that person was guilty of negligence which caused the injury to the 
plaintiff. The case, therefore, fell within the true construction of the 
section. It was not necessary to endeavour to express any opinion upo 
the construction of sub-section (3) generally beyond this, that it was not 
limited to injuries arising from conformity to an order which was negligent 
in itself. The words of the Legislature were conclusive against any such 
construction. So to construe it would be to limit its operation beyond 
what the words required or admitted of. It must be proved that the in. 
jury resulted from a combination of the negligence of the person who 
gave the order and conformity to the order. That was how the question 
stood apart from authority. The same view had been taken in the cases 
of Millward v. Midland Railway Co. (33 W. R. 366, 14 Q. B. D. 68), 
Wright v. Wailis (3 Times L. R. 779), and Kellard v. Rooke (3% 
W. R. 875, 21 -Q. B. D. 367). The case relied on by the defend- 
ants was Howard v. Bennett (58 L. J. Q. B. 129), and the Divisional 
Court decided the present case to a great extent upon the authority 
of Howard vy. Bennett. Tn that case the first ground which the Lom 
Chief Justice took in deciding in favour of the defendants was 
that no order had been given by a person to whose orders the plain. 
tiff was bound to conform, and that was the sole ground taken by 
Manisty, J.; but then the Lord Chief Justice, after holding that there 
was no order, said, ‘‘In the second place, even assuming there were, the 
injury did not result from it.’’ In that case two men were employed to 
work a calico printing machine. One of the men told the other to do 
something which required him to handle the machine, and then started it 
without warning, and the second man was injured. The Lord Chief 
Justice said, ‘‘The mischief followed because the man who gave the 
directions set the machine off too soon and at too great a speed. But the 
conformity to the order, even if the plaintiff were bound by it, was not the 
causa causans in any way.’’ @His lordship respectfully dissented from the 
view of the law there indicated. In that case, as in this, there was the 
most intimate connection between the negligence causing the injury, and 
the conformity to the order; the two were really one element. 

Linpiey and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Parfitt ; Tatlock. Sous 
crtors, Smiles § Co., for Gabb, Droitwich; Watson, Son, § Room, for Shake- 
speare, Birmingham. 

(Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ALEXANDER v. JENKINS—No. 2, 8th March. 


SLtanpER—Town CovunctLttor—Impvutation or Hanrruat DRUNKENNESS AND 
or UnFiTness TO HOLD Orrick or Honour—ImpvuraTiIon, IF TRUE, NO 
CAUSE OF DEPRIVATION oF OrricE— ABSENCE or Spectra. DamacEe— 
Mvnicreat Corporations Act, 1882, ss. 9, 10, 35. 


Appeal by the defendant from the judgment of Grantham, J., on the 
trial of the action with a jury, who found a verdict for the plaintiff, with 
£50 damages. In October, 1890, the plaintiff had been elected to the 
office of town councilior at Salisbury, and after the election, but before the 
plaintiff had subscribed the declaration required by section 35 of the 
Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, and therefore before the plaintiff could 
act in the office of town councillor, the defendant was alleged to have 
pe and published the following words, which constituted the aileged 
slander on the plaintiff :—‘‘ Alexander”’ (i.c., the plaintiff) ‘‘is never 
sober, and is not a fit man for the council.’’ It was not proved that the 
plaintiff had thereby sustained any special damage. The judge below 
held that the words, if spoken by the defendant, were actionable, even in 
the absence of proof of special damage ; and the jury found that the words 
were used by the defendant, and gave a verdict for the plaintiff, with £50 
damages. ‘The defendant appealed, and it was contended on his bebalf 
that the words were not actionable. 

Tue Court (Lord Herscuety and Linpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 


a , 

5 Herscuery said that the words must be taken not, to have been 
mere words of abuse, but to have imputed to the plaintiff that he was an 
habitual drunkard, and not fit for his office. The charge was not one 
imputing to the plaintiff any misconduct in his office, or with respect to 
acts done by him as town councillor, but was simply a charge against the 
plaintiff of unfitness to hold the office to which he had been elected, by 
reason of moral misconduct. No one could examine the authorities on the 
law of slander without seeing that a number of distinctions had been 
taken which could not be logically supported. Of course an action would 
lie if damage was shewn, but a check had always been maintained 
on an indiscriminate use of the law of slander. Dealing, first, only with 
imputations of misconduct in some business or calling, or in some office of 
profit, held by the plaintiff, it was clear that a mere imputation of want of 
ability in connection with the office held, was sufficient to support an 
action of slander ; it was not necessary that there should be an imputation 
of immorality or crime, The law was so stated by Bayley, B., in Lumby 
v. Allday (1 Cr. & Jer., at p. 305), where he says, ‘‘ Every authority I have 
been able to find either shews the want of some general requisite, as 
honesty, capacity, fidelity, or connects the imputation with the plaintiff's 
office, trade, or business.’’ There must be something said of him in bis 
business or office which shewed that he was unfit for ft. In the case of an 
office of ow the law assumed that there was such a probability of loss 
from an imputation of that kind that it did not require special damage to 
be shewn. But in the case of offices which were not of profit the law had 
been differently laiddown. An imputation of want of ability or incapacity 
in relation to an office of credit (as distinguished from an office of profit) 
was not actionable in the absence of special damage. ‘I'he distinction 
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might not be satisfactory, but it existed, and his lordship felt very strongly 
—agreeing with what had been said by Chief Baron Pollock in the case of 
Gallwey V- Marshall (9 Exch., at p. 300)—that the courts ought not 
to extend the limits of an action of this kind beyond what had been laid 
down by their predecessors, it being such an artificial law and resting on 
such refined distinctions. If it was to be extended at all, it ought to be 
extended by the Legislature, not by the judges. There was no case in 
which an action of slander had been maintained at the instanceaof a man 
holding an office of credit (as distinguished from an office of profit) when 
the imputation did not relate to his conduct in his office, but only to 
unfitness to hold the office, and when the imputation, if true, would not 
pe a ground for removing him or excluding him from his office. In both 
Howe v. Prinn (3 Salk. 694) (the case of a justice of the peace) and in the 
churchwarden’s case, Strode v. Homes (Styles, 338), the imputation made, 
if true, would have been ground of deprivation of the plaintiff in each of 
those cases from his office. This was an intelligible principle, though it 
might not be quite satisfactory. The court, however, was now asked to 
extend the law to a case in which the imputation, if true, would be, not a 
ground of deprivation from tie office, but merely an imputation involving 
the risk of the plaintiff’s being excluded from the office on some future 
occasion. This would be a step in advance which his lordship thought 
ought not to be taken. His lordship said the law was this--that, when 
the office was one, not of profit, but one of credit or honour, and the 
charge was not one of misconduct in the office, but merely a charge of 
unfitness for the office, an action of slander would not lie, in the absence 
of proof of special damage, when the conduct imputed, if true, was not 
such as would render the plaintiff liable to be removed from the office. 
In the present case no special damage was proved, and judgment should 
accordingly be entered for the defendant. 

Liypixy and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. — Covunset, McCall, Q.C., and 
Macaskie ; Channell, Q.C., and Edward Morten. Sourcrrors, Taylor, Hoare, 
¢ Box, for Nodder §& Trethowan, Salisbury ; Long § Gardner, for A. White- 
head, Salisbury. 

[Reported by M. J. Brake, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Mesopotamia Estate so Jong as it remained unsold, or whether part should 
be retained, the income being over four per cent. on the capital value. 

Curry, J., held that as the widow’s consent was a fetter upon the 
trustees’ power to convert the above estate, in the result the trust for con- 
version was postponed during the widowhood. The property was to that 
extent excepted from the trust for conversion, and the widow was entitled 
to the entire income, the case falling within the principle of Green v. 
Britten (1 DeG. J. & 8. 649, 18 W. R. Ch. Dig. 97).—Counse, Dickinson ; 
E. Buckley ; G. C. Cobb. Sorscrrors, Janson, Cobb, Pearson, § Co. 


[Reported by G. Row.ayp Austos, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re REVERSIONARY SOCIETY (LIM.)—North, J., 5th March. 


Company—Deep or SerrLEMENT—AcT or PaRLiAMENT—ADDITIONAL PowER 
—ConFrrMATION BY Count—Companizs (MEMORANDUM OF ASSOCIATION) 
Act, 1890. 

This was a petition on the part of the above company for tke confirma- 
tion by the court of a special resolution under the Companies (Memoran- 
dum of Association) Act, 1890. The special resolution was to enable the 
company to borrow money and give security, provided the total indebted- 
ness was not to exceed the amount of the company’s paid-up capital for 
the time being. The company was originally constituted by a deed of 
settlement dated the 3lst of May, 1823, but this had been supplemented 
by three special Acts of Parliament, in 8 & 9 Vict., 9 & 10 Vict., 20 & 21 
Vict. respectively. The Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 
1890, s. 3 (3), defines a ‘* of settlement’’ as ‘‘any contract of co- 
partnery or other instrument constituting or regulating the company, and 
not being an Act of Parliament, a royal charter, or letters patent.” 
There was therefore a doubt, having regard to the existence of these 
special Acts, whether the court had jurisdiction to make the order. The 
petition, however, did not seek to alter or vary anything in the Acts of 
Parliament, but simply to add a power to the original deed of settlement. 
The special resolution had been unanimously at the first meeting, 
and with only one dissentient at the second, and evidence was filed shew- 





MICHIELS v. EMPIRE PALACE CO.—No. 2, 20th February. 


Practice—Secvurity ror Costs—PErRson ORDINARILY RESIDENT OUT OF THE | 
JuRtspICTION—TEMPORARILY RestpENT WITHIN JuRIspicTion—R. S. C., | 
LXV., 6a. 

This was an appeal by the defendants from a decision of Cave and | 
Charles, JJ., affirming a refusal of Pollock, B., to order the plaintiff to | 
give security for costs (reported ante, p. 257). The plaintiff was a French- | 
man who came over to England in November, 1891, with a troupe of 
players to perform at the defendant’s theatre. He brought an action 
against the defendants for damages for alleged breach of contract in | 
respect of such performances. The defendants by affidavit deposed that 
the plaintiff was ordinarily resident in Paris, where his wife and three | 


ing that the business of the company could be “‘ more efficiently carried 


on*’ by the power asked for being accorded. ans 
Nortu, J., held that, as it was not sought to alter or vary anything in 


'the Acts of Parliament, he had no difficulty on the evidence in making 


the order.—Covnset, Cozens-Hardy, QC., and Eastwoed. Sotscrrors, 
Radeliffes, Cator, & Hood. 


(Reported by G. B. M. Coore, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re DRACUP, FIELD +. DRACUP—North, J., 4th March. 
PracticE—A DDING Derenpant—R. 6 C.. XVI., 1; ZXVEE., U;: 


In an administration action in which partition or sale was asked for, the 


action being heard as a short cause on the 23rd of January, 1892, an order 








children were, and that he had not means to pay their costs if he failed in 
the action, and that he had no property in this country. The plaintiff 
replied that his wife had not come to England yet, as she was nursing her 
daughter who was ill in Paris, and that he himself came to England for 
the purpose of bringing out an opera of which he was the composer, and 
that he had no present intention of leaving England, and should probably 
permanently be settled in England. Ord. 65, r. 6a, provides as follows — 
“ A plaintiff ordinarily resident out of the jurisdiction may be ordered to 
give security for costs, though he may be temporarily resident within the 
jurisdiction.’’ 

Tue Court (Linpiey and Kav, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linney, L.J., said it was a question of the construction, or of the 
application, of ord. 65, r. 6a, which had been inserted to correct what had 
been previously found inconvenient, but which, of course, was elastic. 
The real meaning of the rule was to cover cases where a foreigner 
ordinarily resident out of the country would not be here when he was 
wanted. That was his lordship’s view of the meaning of the word 
“temporarily ’’ as used in that rule. The plaintiff here practically said, 
“T shall be here when I am wanted,’’ and that was what Pollock, B., as 
he took it, understood, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

Kay, L.J., concurred. He considered it was a gross abuse of the 
practice of the court that, when the judge had made such an order as the 
present one, there should be, first an appeal to the Divisional Court, and 
then to the Court of Appeal; and he hoped the time would soon come 
When such a thing would be impossible.—Counsen, Willis, Q.C., and 
Bremner ; T, Terrell, Sourcrrons, Ashurst, Morris, & Co. ; Mossop & Rolfe. 


{ Reported by Anruurn Lawnence, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LAMBERT, LAMBERT +. LAMBERT—Chitty, J., 8th March. 


Wiri—Consrruction—Trust ror Sate wirtn Consent or TENANT FOR 
Lire—Ternant ror Lire ENTITLED TO ENTIRE INCOME UNTIL SALR. 


A testator by his will directed a general conversion of his residuary 
and personal estate, and directed the income to be paid to his wife 
for her life or widowhood. Hy a codicil, after stating that in his judg- 
ment it would be advantageous to his estate that his interest in 
Epates should be retained by the trustees, although by the terms of the 
they would not be justified in retaining them, he declared that no sale 
should made of, inter alia, The Mesopotamia Estate, in Jamaica, with- 
out the consent of his said wife during her widowhood, The question 
now arose whether the widow was entitled to the whole income of the 





was made for sale, and the usual accounts and inquiries directed. In the 
course of the inquiries it was discovered that a Mr. Baldwin ought to have 
been made a defendant. Baldwin had been appointed one of the executors 
of an executor and beneficiary of the testator in the cause. This executor 
and beneficiary had died in 1884. The will was proved by some of the 
executors named therein, leave being reserved for Baldwin to come in and 
prove, but he did not prove till 1888, and at the commencement of this 
action it was not known by the plaintiff that he had proved. This was an 
application by the plaintiff for Baldwin to be added as a defendant by 
amending the pleadings under ord. 16, r. 11, and that the j 
might be altered under ord. 28, r. 11, so as to include Baldwin. Ord. 41, 
r. 3, which gives the court power to ante-date or post-date a judgment 
was also referred to. = ats 

Norrn, J., did not think that he had power to grant the application, but 
made an order that, on Baldwin consenting, he should be by all 
past or future proceedings in the action as if he had been a y— 
Counset, Richard Watson ; Edmund S. Ford. Sorrcrrons, Bure & Berridge, 
for Watson, Son, § Smith, Bradford ; Johnson, Weatherall, § Co., for Wade $ 
Bilborough, Bradford. 

[Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BOALER +. BRODHURST AND OTHERS—Stirling, J., 1st March. 
Company—Desrp or Serr.ement—ScprcemMentaL Dasp—Iraeeviarrriss IN 

Exrcvrron—Svursequent ReGisTRATION UNDER THE Compantes Act, 1862 

—Vauiprry—Lapss or Tre. 

This was an action by Bernard Boaler and his daughter, Ada Mary 
Boaler, against the directors of the Briton Medical and General Life 
Association (Limited), to have their names = upon the register of the 
in respect of certain shares, and to have a certain su tal 


com 
deed of constitution of the com; delivered and canc on the 
directors of the company, and also 


und of fraud in its execution. 
the legal rsonal representative of one Jn. Sanders, from whom Boaler 
snahaeed the shares in E nscmry were defendants. The company was 
constituted by deed of settlement dated the Ist of February, ISM, and 
was registered under the Act 7 & 8 Vict. ¢. 110. By section ¢ of that Act 
it was provided that certain matters ought to be set out in deeds of settle- 
ment, and that defects or omissions as such matters might be 
supplied by supplemental deeds, which were to be tered. The deed 
in question, which was dated the 3rd of January, 1861, was executed in 
ursuance of the Act, and was, on the 4th of ame SOS, registered by the 
Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies. In November, 1862, the ov 
was registered under the Compenies Act, 1862, In January, 1 a 
petition was presented for winding up the company, on which no onter 
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was made; but in August, 1886, an order was made for the settling of a 
scheme for the reduction of the company’s contracts, and the scheme was 
confirmed by order in June, 1887. On the 23rd of February, 1888, Boaler 
purchased from J. Sanders for £10 145 shares in the defendant company, 
which were transferred to him by deed on the 11th of May, 1888. On the 
14th of June, 1888, Boaler lodged the transfer with the company for regis- 
tration, but the directors, purporting to act under the authority of the 
supplemental deed of settlement, refused to register it. On the 11th of 
November, 1889, Boaler transferred five shares to his co-plaintiff, and the 
transfer was lodged with the company, but registration was again refused. 
The writ in this action was originally issued in 1888, and had since been 
amended. After various other steps had been taken in the action, an 
order was made on the Ist of May, 1890, directing the following issues to be 
tried :—Whether the supplemental deed was or was not binding on the 
plaintiffs or the defendant association or its members, and whether the 
same ought or ought not to be delivered up to be cancelled, and also 
whether the names of the respective plaintiffs were, without sufficient 
cause, omitted from the register of the members of the defendant associa- 
tion. These issues were now tried. The plaintiff Boaler, who conducted 
his case in person, contended that the supplemental deed had not been 
executed in accordance with the provisions of the Act 7 & 8 Vict. c. 110, 
and that it was consequently void. For the defendants it was submitted 
that the deed, although it might have been irregularly or even fraudulently 
executed, could not now be set aside, and they relied mainly upon the 
fact that the company had been registered under the Act of 1862, and so 
became a fresh company, and that the registration was conclusive. 

Srraiine, J., after stating the facts, said he could not accept the plain- 
tiffs’ contention that the deed was a mere nullity. At most it was a void- 
able deed, which might perhaps, by proper proceedings taken at the proper 
time, have been set aside. His lordship then referred to sections 183, 191- 
196, and 209, of the Act of 1862, and said that it seemed to him that the 
effect of those clauses was that on registration under the Act, and upon 
the certificate of registration being given, there was constituted a new 
company, and that that appeared to be the view which had been taken in the 
European Insurance Co., Ramsay's case (25 W. R. 279, 3 Ch. D. 388). The 
question there arose as to the effect of the registration of an insurance 
company under section 209, and it was held that the effect was to put a 
company compulsorily registering itself under section 209 in the same 
position as if the registration had been voluntary. Then how was the 
company constituted’. That was governed by section 196. Upon that it 
was contended on behalf of the defendants that the court could not go 
behind the certificate and consider priorirregularities. No doubt that had 
been adopted with reference to companies formed with memorandums 
and articles of association. In Pvel’s case (15 W. R.1100, L. R. 2 Ch. App. 
675) where a memorandum of association was materially altered in the 
registrar’s office without communication with or re-execution by the parties 
who had signed it, the registration was, nevertheless, held binding. He 
was not prepared to say if it were shewn that the deed had been fraudu- 
lently executed, and the company had then been incorporated, that upon 
proper proceedings, taken at the proper time, something might not have been 
done to set it aside. But it was clear that a voidable deed could not be set 
aside when third parties had acquired rights under it, and ever since the 
4th of May, 1861, the supplemental deed had been upon the file, and 
until this action it had not been complained of by a single shareholder ; 
and the company ever since that time bad been held ont to the world as 
having that deed as part of its constitution. On the faith of that policy- 
holders and others had dealt with the company, and on the like faith 
shares of the company had been bought and sold. It was now far too late 
to treat the deed as otherwise than binding. His lordship therefore 
declared that the supplemental deed had not been duly executed in the 
first instance, but not having been fraudulently executed, that it had become 
and was binding on the defendant association and its members, and on the 
plaintiffs, and ought not to be delivered up to be cancelled. His lordship 
also decided, on the other issues, that the names of the plaintiffs had not 
been omitted from the register without sufficient cause.—CovunseL, 
Hastings, Q.C., and Covrthope Munroe; Danchwerts, Sorrcrtors, Roweliffes, 
Rawle, & Co. 

Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. 


BREWER SQUARE—Kekewich, J., 4th March. 


Mortoace — Power or Sate— Action vor 
MortTGacor ror LEAVE TO SELL ovr oF 


1881, s. 25. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs, the mortgagors, asking 
for an order that the premises cormprised in the security of the defendants, 
who were the first mortgagees, might be sold by the plaintiffs out of 
court. The second mortgagees concurred in the plaintiffs’ application. 
The defendants had given notice on the 19th of November last to pay off 
the mortgage, and on the 19th of February the power of sale had arisen. 
On the 17th of February the plaintiffs commenced proceedings for 
redemption, and served this notice of motion. The defendants resisted the 
motion, on the grounds that the court never interferes with the legal 
rights of a mortgagee except on the terms of the mortgagor paying the 
mortgage money into court, and that the sale might be abortive and the 
mortgagee would consequently suffer 

Kexewicu, J., said that he had jurisdiction under the 25th section of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, to order a sale, and that he had also power 
to order the sale to take place out of court if proper parties were before 
the court. It was merely a question how he should exercise his judicial 

iscretion. The first mortgagees opposed the application on two grounds, 
but he did not think that this was a case of interfering with the legal 


REDEMPTION — MoTION BY 
Court — Conveyanctne Act, 





rights of the mortgagees. ‘The first mortgagees had given notice to pay, 

















and their power of sale under the Act had arisen; but they had taken no 
steps to exercise it. Now the Act contemplated specifically the exercise 
of a power of sale by the court, and nothing restricted it. As to the objec. 
tion that the sale might be abortive, and therefore prejudicial to the 
mortgagees, his lordship thought there was nothing in this argument, 
There was no reason why the mortgagees should be more successful.’ Th 
were both interested in getting a good price. Here the second mortgagees 
concurred in the mortgagors’ application. Their consent was some 
evidence that the best chance of satisfactorily realizing the property was by 
a sale by the mortgagors, and there were also reasons given why they were 
more likely to be successful. The mortgagors should sell the property, 
the sale to be out of court, and a reserve price must be fixed to cover the 
mortgage moneys. The purchase-money must be paid into court and the 
mortgagors must pay £100 into court to cover necessary costs which might 
be incurred. If the mortgagors did not sell within three calendar months 
the mortgagees’ powers should be exerciseable as if this order had not beey 
made.—CounseL, Warmington, Q.C., and P. S. Gregory; Eyre. Soxicrrors, 
W. Brewer ; Minet, Harvey, Smith, & May. 


[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BENTINCK ». CAPE BRETON CO. (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 8th March. 


Company — WinpdING up — DissotuTIoON — AcTION BY DEBENTURE-HOLDER 
AGAINST Drrectors—PAYMENTS ULTRA VIRES—FRavp—CoMPANIES Act, 
1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 142 anv 143. 

This was an action in which the plaintiff claimed on behalf of himself 
and all other debenture-holders of the G. Co. and the S. Co. a declaration 
that the defendants other than the defendant company, who were three of 
the directors of the G. and 8. companies, were liable to make good to the 
assets of those companies certain sums of money paid by them for broker- 
age and commissions, as payments made wiltrd vires. The G. Co. was 
registered in January, 1871 ; the plaintiff’s debentures were issued in the 
year 1873 as part of a larger issue. The S. Co. was registered in August, 1871, 
and the plaintiff's debentures were issued in the year 1872 as part of a 
larger issue. In 1873 the assets of the two companies were sold to the de- 
fendant company, which was formed in that year and the two companies were 
wound up. The defendant company was itself wound up in 1875 and the 
whole of its property realized. It was urged on behalf of the defendants 
that the action was not maintainable in the absence of the G. and S. com- 
panies, and that as they had been dissolved they could not be made parties, 
and that the defendants were not, and never had been, trustees for the 
plaintiff. 

Kexewicu, J., said it was urged on behalf of the defendant directors that 
the plaintiff had no title to sue, and that, in the absence of the G. and 8S. 
companies, whose debentures he held, he could not sue the defendants, and 
he was of opinion that the defendants must succeed. Assuming that the 
acts complained of were unjustifiable, the liability of the directors, if it 
existed, must be in respect of a breach of trust. The question here was, 
not whether the directors were trustees of the money improperly paid, but 
whether they were trustees for the plaintiff. That they were trustees for 
their fellow partners, the shareholders, was clear, but they were not trus- 
tees for the creditors of the company. Assuming the money in ques- 
tion was an asset comprised in the terms of the debentures, it was not 
assigned to ench debenture-holder, but was churged in his favour. The 
debenture-holder could not get at it except through the mortgagor. The 
statement of claim itself shewed this, as it asked for a declaration that 
these defendants were liable to make good the sums in question to the 
assets of the two companies. If the plaintiff could not have these assets 
realized his case failed. Under the 142nd and 143rd sections of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, if properly complied with—and it was not suggested in 
this case that that had not been done—the companies were dissolved, and 
as they were non-existent, how could any contribution be made to their 
assets’ In the case of fraud no doubt some course might be adopted to 
set the winding-up proceedings aside, but no case had decided what 
proceedings should be taken or what amount of fraud was necessary, 
though it was impossible to say that there might not be some means of 
resuscitating a company. There was no such fraud proved in this case as 
would justify his lordship in treating the company as subsisting. This 
was in fact an action for the further winding up of the companies and 
distribution of assets. The plaintiff must sue, if at all, through the com- 
panies. They were dead, and he could not sue through them, as they 
could not be made parties.—Counse., Warmington, Q.C., and Butcher ; 
Renshaw, Q.C., and Wilkinson ; Marten, Q.C., and Proctor; F. C. Norton. 
Souicrtors, Harper § Battcock; C. A. Angier; Blewittt §& Tyler; Norton, 
Rose, Norton, & Co. 


Reported by I’. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
THE CONSOLIDATED CO. ». CURTIS & 8ONS—Ist March. 


Converson—AvucTiongrr—LiAnitity ror SALE or Goops RY DIRECTION OF 
Person Not tur Tauz Owner. 


The question in this case was, whether an auctioneer who, acting under 
A.’s instructions, has sold, and in the ordinary course of his business 
delivered to a purchaser, goods which are ostensibly A.’s property, but are 
really the property of B., is liable for the value of the goods in an action 
brought against him by B. The facts were shortly as follows :—The 
plaintiffs were grantees of furniture under a bill of sale of which the 
defendants had no notice. The grantor of the bill gave instructions to the 
defendants, a firm of auctioneers, to sell the furniture by auction upon 
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s in the occupation of the grantor, and which were not the 
ises occupied by the grantor at the date of the bill of sale. The 
defendants advertised the sale, included the goods in a catalogue, sold 
them by auction, and delivered them to the purchasers, according to the 

practice of their trade. It was contended on behalf of the 
defendants that these facts did not amount to a conversion; and Turner v. 
Hockey (56 L. J. Q. B. D. 301, 35 W. R. Dig. 209) was cited. 


Cortmns, J., gave judgment for the plaintiffs. In the cotrse of a 
considered judgment, he said: No doubt there is difficulty in framing an 
exact and exhaustive definition of a ‘‘conversion’’ of goods, and it is not 
easy to draw the line at the precise point where a dealing with goods by 
am intermediary becomes a ‘“‘conversion.”’ The difficulty is, however, 
diminished by bearing in mind that, in an action of ‘‘ trover and conver- 
don,” the original possession was by a fiction deemed to be lawful, and 
some act had, therefore, to be shewn constituting a conversion by the 
defendant of the goods to his own use (per Martin, B., in Burroughes v. 
Bayne (5 H. & N. 296)—some act incompatible with a recognition on his 
part of the continuous right of the true owner to the dominion over it. 
All acts, therefore, as suggested by Blackburn, J., in his opinion 
given to the House of Lords in Hollins v. Fowler (L. R. 7 H. L. 757, 23 
W. R. Dig. 238), which are consistent with the duty of a mere finder, such 
as the safeguarding by warehousing, or taking away for the like purpose, 
may well be looked upon as entirely compatible with the right of 
the true owner, and therefore as not constituting a ‘‘conversion’’ by 
the defendants. It may be that, as suggested by Brett, J., in the same 
case, the test is, whether there is an intent to interfere in any way with 
the title or ownership in the goods, not merely with the possession. 
The difficulty is rather in drawing the true inference from the facts in 
particular cases than in grasping the principle. There are, however, many 
cases which fall clearly on one side or other of the line. It is clear that 
there can be no ‘‘conversion’’ by a mere bargain and sale without a 
transfer of possession. The act is merely void, and does not change the 

roperty or the possession: The Lancashire Wagon Co. v. Fitzhugh (6 H. & 
N. 502, 19 W. R. Dig. 63), and ger Brett, J., in Fowler v. Hollins (L. R. 7 
Q. B., at p. 627). A fortiori, therefore, mere intervention as broker or 
intermediary in a sale by others is not a ‘‘conversion.’”’ This is the case 
put by Bramwell, L.J., in Cochrane v. Rymill (27 W. R. 776) of an intro- 
duction by an auctioneer of a purchaser to a vendor. But unless 7urner v. 
Hockey (ubi supra) decides the contrary, I should have thought it equally 
clear that a sale and delivery with intent to pass the property in goods by 
a person who is not the true owner, and has not got his authority, isa 
“conversion.”? What, then, is the position of an auctioneer who sells and 
delivers goods ‘‘ in ordinary course ’’? Is he a mere broker who negotiates 
a sale between two persons, and then, as suggested by Brett, J., in Fowler 
v. Hollins, acts only as forwarding agent ‘‘ without any actual intention 
with regard to, or any consideration of, the property in the goods being 
in one person more than another’’? In my opinion an auctioneer who sells 
and delivers in ordinary course is more than a mere broker or intermediary. 
The auctioneer, as stated by Lord Loughborough in Williams v. Millington 
(1 H. Bl. 81), has a possession coupled with an interest, and the actual 
possession is given to him by the owner, not merely an authority to sell ; 
and the auctioneer has also a special property in the goods, with a lien for 
his charges, and the case is stronger with him than with a factor. In 
Fowler v. Hollins one of the learned judges said, ‘‘ The delivery under a 
sale by an auctioneer is with intent to pass the property, and so is more 
than a mere taking and delivery.’’ These authorities seem to dispose of 
the argument that the auctioneer never had possession and was a mere 
intermediary, and the defendants’ counsel relied on the case of Turner v. 
Hockey, to understand which it is necessary to consider the two previous 
cases—Cochrane v. Rymill and The National Mercantile Bank v. Rymill (44 
L. T. 767), the defendant in both cases being the auctioneer. In the one 
case it was held that there was a dealing by the defendant with the 
property which made him liable; in the other, that there was no conver- 
sion, because no sale and delivery, by the defendant. The decision in the 


latter case seems to be of great importance, and to be a long step in the. 


direction which Brett, J., invited the House of Lords to take in Fowler v. 
Hollins. Brett, J., clearly thought that had the sale been the act of the 
auctioneer he would have been guilty of a conversion. Then came the 
case of Turner v. Hockey, a decision by Wills and Day, JJ., of which the 
headnote is as follows :—‘‘ An auctioneer who in the ordinary course of 
his business sells by public auction for A. goods ostensibly belonging to 
A., but really belonging to B., and without notice pays over the proceeds 
of sale to A., is not guilty of a conversion.’”? The facts as to delivery 
are not stated, but I infer that delivery was made under the con- 
tract. If, therefore, the headnote correctly states the decision, it 
would be conclusive of this case, and.so it was relied upon by 
the defendants’ counsel as conclusive. But, first, does the head- 
note correctly state the decision; and, next, if it does, am I bound to 
follow it? In my opinion, if the delivery under the contract be assumed, 
the proposition in the headnote is not law. It seems to be in direct con- 
flict both with principle and authority. It was questioned by Romer, J., 
in Barker v. Furlong (89 W. R. 621; 1891, 2 Ch. 172), and it is observed 
upon in Messrs. Clerk and Linsell’s valuable treatise on Torts. It was 
decided so recently as 1887, and, therefore, I should feel at liberty to act 
ch my own judgment. On examining the case, however, I think the 
headnote goes far beyond the decision of the court, though some of the 
observations of Day, J., might seem to support it. It does not clearly 
ay r that the defendant (a salesman), in fact, did more than submit an 
offer, and the sale may have been effected without any further interven- 
tion on his part, and in that view the case would be within the principle 
of the previous case, Zhe National Bank v. Rymill; and Wills, J., seems to 
have so regarded it, as he treats it as covered by the illustration put by 
Bramwell, L.J., in Cochrane v. Rymill, The decision of the court, there- 








fore, does not support the headnote, and the case is no authority for the 
defendants. On the other hand, the decision of Romer, J., in the case 
above cited is directly in point, except that there the sale took place in a 
public room, which, however, makes no difference. On the whole, there- 
fore, I am of opinion that the defendants—the auctioneers—in this case 
transferred, so far as in them lay, the dominion over and property in the 
goods to the purchasers in order that wry Bee ae dispose of them as their 
own, and my judgment, therefore, must for the plaintiffs. Judgment 
accordingly.—Covnset, Cock, Q.C., and Lynden ll; Alderson Foote. 
Soxrcrrors, F. Coleman Evans ; Peacock § Goddard, for Trevanion, Curtis, § 
Ridley, Bournemouth. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dit. Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE SHEBA GOLD MINING CO. ,. TRUBSHAWE; RYLEY ». MASTER 
—-20th February. 


PRacticE—SPEcIALLY-INDORSED Wrir—Cram ror Ixterrst—R. 8. C., 
IIl., 6; XIV., 1. 


These two cases came before the Divisional Court on appeal from the 
judge in chambers. The first case was on a claim for goods sold and 
delivered. The writ p rted to be specially-indorsed, and the indorse- 
ment of claim concluded as follows :—‘* The plaintiffs also claim interest 
on the sum of £3,514 5s. 5d. from the date of this writ until payment or 
judgment at the rate of five percent. per annum.”’ In the second case the 
plaintiff was the acceptor of a bill of exchange, and had paid it on presen- 
tation, and brought this action against the defendant (the drawer), for 
money paid to the use of the defendant, adding a claim for accruing 
interest in the same form as that given above in the first-named case. The 
question raised on the appeal was whether the claim for accruing interest 
‘* from the date of the writ till payment or judgment ”’ vitiated the special 
indorsement, and so rendered the proceedings for su judgment under 
order 14 irregular. The judge in chambers made an order for judgment 
under order 14. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Corermer, C.J., Hawkrys, Witts, Wricut, and 
Lawrance, JJ.) allowed the appeal in both cases. 

Lord Cotermer, C.J., who delivered the written judgment of Tur Covrr, 
after stating the facts, said: ‘‘Application has been made for judgment under 
order 14 for the sum of £3,514 5s. 5d., together with interest at the rate 
of five per cent. from the date of the writ until judgment. The.affidavits 
make it clear that the claim for interest is not made upon any contract to 
pay interest. It is no doubt founded upon the supposition that the in- 
dorsement of the claim for interest operates as a demand under 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c. 42, s. 28. This view cannot be sustained in face of the decision in 
The Rhymney Railway Co. v. The Rhymney Iron Co. (38 W. R. 764, 25 Q. B. 
D. 146). Nointerest is in fact recoverable in these cases. We think it 
clear that ord. 3, r. 6, applies only to the case in which the demand which 
the plaintiff seeks to recover, whether or not it is for principal or interest, 
is a liquidated demand. In other cases in which interest is payable under 
a contract, and not by way of unliquidated damages, it was so held in Rod- 
way v. Lucas (10 Ex. 667), under words almost identical with those now 
under consideration, contained in the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 
(section 25). When, therefore, the plaintiffs’ affidavit put it beyond con- 
troversy that they were intending or trying to recover in this action 
unliquidated damages on account of interest, it seemed difficult to 
understand their contention that they were seeking only to recover a 
liquidated sum. It has been strongly argued that this claim for accruing 
interest does not form part of the special indorsement, which, being the 
statement of claim, ends with the signature of the plaintzffs’ solicitors. 
We think it would be a return to the worst features of a system in which 
form was preferred before substance if we were to say that so important 
a demand was to be treated as non-existent because it happened to be a 
kind of postea to the rest of the claim. it, therefore, as an essen- 
tial part of the claim, we think that the indorsement in the present case 
departs from the requirement of a special indorsement in two respects. 
First, it does not shew, that the interest is claimed as being due by contract : 
secondly, no definite interest is claimed. We think that a statement of 
claim which demands interest, but shews no legal liability to pay it, is upon 
general principles defective. The cases of Eliott v. Roberts, in 36 Soiicrrors’ 
JOURNAL, p. 92, and Blood v. Robinson in the same journal, p. 208, do not 
profess to be fully reported, but we take them to have proceeded upon the 
same lines as the foregoing remarks, and to be entirely in accord with the 
view we have now expressed. So much for the question of form. Itis 
satisfactory to have solid ground and substance for coming to the same 
conclusion. In Rodway v. Lucas (ubdi sup.) the court held that the special 
indorsement was capable of being construed as covering a claim for 
interest due under a contract, and there no affidavit of merits they 
refused to set the judgment aside ; but they added that if a case should 
arise in which a special indorsement should be resorted to and interest 
claimed where it was in fact only claimable as damages, they would set 
aside the judgment with costs. It seems to us that the present case falls 
precisely within that principle. The plaintiffs have in fact been en- 
deavouring to get judgment under order 14 for , and it is nota 
case in which they have any business to resort to order 14. Leave to 
defend in both cases.—Counszi—Ist- case: Monlien, Q.C.; For; Willis, 
Q.C. ; Bremner; Ind case: 4. J. Walter ; Bonner. 

| We have been favoured with a report of the above case. 


WILMOT vr. GRACE—3rd March. 


Frienpiy Socrety—Drissoivtron ny Curer Rrersrrar—APprircatioN To set 
astpp—Jvrispictron or County Court—Frienpiy Socrerrms Act, 1875 
(38 & 39 Vier. c, 60), s. 25, sun-sectron 8 (p) (2) —Treascry Reovta- 
TIons, 1888. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the deputy judge of the Alfre- 
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ton County Court of Derbyshire, that he had no jurisdiction to entertain 
the plaintiff’s action. The action was brought against the treasurer of the 
Ripley Baptist Friendly Society as representing that society. The plaintiff 
claimed under the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, s. 25, that he, being a 
member, was entitled to a weekly allowance of 3s., and the sum of £8 as 
burial money upon death, under rules 14 and 11 of the society ; the society 
having been provisionally dissolved by the award of the Chief Registrar on 
the 26th of September, 1891, and the sum of £2 16s. 2d. and 7d. in the 
pound on moneys available for division over £100 having been awarded to the 
plaintiff as his appropriation of the funds of the said society, the plaintiff 
was dissatisfied with the amount of the said award, and claimed against the 
society the sum of £21 as his appropriation of the funds of the society, or 
in the alternative that the order of dissolution might be set aside. Section 
25 of the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, provides that in certain cases a 
friendly society may be dissolved by the award of the Chief Registrar, 
and sub-section 8 (¢d) provides that such an award ‘‘ whether for dissolution 
or distribution of funds is final and conclusive on thesociety . . . and 
on all members of the same without appeal.’” Sub-section 8 (c) 
provides for the advertisement in the Gaxtte and in a local newspaper of 
notice of every award for dissolution, and that unless within three months 








from the date of such advertisement a member or other person interested | 


in the funds ‘‘commences proceedings to set aside the dissolution 
consequent upon such award, and such dissolution is set aside accordingly, 
the society shall be legally dissolved from the date of such advertisement.’’ 
The plaintiff was a member of the society, and commenced his action 
within the above-mentioned period of three months. The deputy judge 
held that he had no power to set aside, or in any way vary, the award of 
the Chief Registrar, and that until that award should be set aside, he had 
no jurisdiction. He therefore nonsnited the plaintiff. The Treasury 
Regulations of 1888, made under the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, s. 38, 
were relied on as shewing that the county court had jurisdiction. Regula- 
tion 58 provides for the use of forms AY and AZ in proceedings to set 
aside a dissolution. Form AY, after reciting that a society ‘‘ was dissolved 
[or purported to be dissolved] by [an instrument of dissolution purporting 
to be duly registered or the award of the Chief Registrar]’’ proceeds ‘‘I 
hereby give you notice that I intend, after not less than seven days from the 
date hereof, to take proceedings for setting aside such dissolution in the 
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solicitors to do certain work and conduct certain proceedings connected 
with the bankruptc;7. The Board of Trade sanctioned the employment of 
a solicitor, and authorized costs to be incurred to the extent of £250. The 
solicitors’ bill of costs was taxed at £518, but on the application of the 
bankrupt to review the taxation, Vaughan Williams, J., disallowed the 
excess over the £250 sanctioned by the Board of Trade. The official] 
receiver appealed from this decision, and contended that the Board of 
Trade had no power to limit the amount of the solicitors’ remuneration, 
and that the solicitors were not bound by a private arrangement 
between the Board of Trade and the official receiver, of which they had no 
notice. 

Tue Covurr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lovrgs, L JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R.—The first point to be considered is, what is the 
meaning of section 57, sub-section 3, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which 
says that the trustee may, with the permission of the committee of inspec- 
tion, employ a solicitor to do any business which the committee may 
sanction. Does that section mean that the committce of inspection may 
authorize the trustee to employ a solicitor, but that they cannot limit the 
amount which he isto spend? I thinknot. I think the necessary implication 
is, that the committee may limit the amount. If this is the case where 
there is a committee of inspection, what is the position of the Board of 
Trade when there is no committee? In such a case, by section 22, sub- 
section (9), any permission which could have been given by the committee 
can be given by the Board of Trade on the application of the trustee. If 
there is no trustee appointed, the official receiver is to act as trustee, 

3ut it is said that rule 337 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, provides that 
where there is no committee of inspection, any functions of the committee 


| which devolve on the Board of Trade may be exercised by the official 


receiver. To my mind it would be absurd to say that the functions 
of the Board of rade could be exercised by the official receiver 
when the particular function in question of the Board of Trade 
was to give the official receiver permission to doa certain thing. So that 
point does not arise in this case. The Board of Trade may therefore give 
the official receiver permission to employ a solicitor and may limit the 
amount to be expended. The board need not do so, and if there is no 
limit mentioned, the solicitor can get his costs out of the estate. Iam of 





county court.”’ Form AZ isa notice {that a dissolution was set | 
aside ** by an order of the county court."* 

Tue Covet (Cave and Wricur, JJ.) dismissed the appeal 

Cave, J., in a considered judgment, after referring to the rules of the 
society and the plaintiff’s claim founded thereon, continued :—The Treasury | 

tions which have been bronght to our notice were not, as far as we 
know, before the deputy county court judge. Iam not myself prepared | 
to say whether the county court has jurisdiction to set aside the award of 
the Chief Registrar dissolving a friendly society. I should have some | 
difficulty in deciding that question, but I think that in the present case | 
there is another point which is fatal to the plaintiff’s claim. Section 25 of | 
the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, makes provision for the dissolution of 
friendly societies ; dissolution may be effected either by agreement between | 
the members, signified by an instrument of dissolution, or by the award of | 
the Chief ‘Registrar. As to dissolutions by agreement, sub-section 7 (d) | 
provides for application to the county court in case a member is dissatisfied 
with the provision made for satixfying his claim. But where the dissolu- 
tion is by the award of the registrar, sub-section 8 (/) says that the award 
is final and conclusive without appeal. [His lordship then read sub-section 
8 (¢) and continued]. Now these two clauses must be read together, and I 
think that the result is that there is no appeal from the award of the Chief 
Registrar upon the merits of the case (that is the effect of clause (/)); but 
under clause (+) application may be made to set aside the award, not 
because it is not just as between the parties, but upon such grounds as that 
the registrar has exceeded his authority or has not heard the parties 
interested. Upon some such grounds as those application may be made, 
but I wish to guard myself from saying to what court it ought to be made. 
This plaintiff says that he has not been awarded as much as he is entitled 
to; but I think that is the kind of claim which is covered by clause (/), and 
that the plaintiff cannot question the award; as far ax the merits are 
concerned it is final and conclusive. I think, therefore, upon these grounds 
that the deputy judge was right in nonsuiting the plaintiff. 

Waricut, J.—I am of the same opinion. As to the point which was 
raised on the Treasury Regulations of 1888, I question whether the 
Treasury had authority under the Act to make the forms which are given 
in those regulations. Appeal dismiseed.—Covnser, Stanger; Hertall. 
Soricttors, Le, Onkerhy, & Ere mgqton, for Thuy man, Cattle, & Ne lon, 
Alfreton: Warriner & Kinch, tor A. C. Peake, Ripley. 

Reported by T. B.C. Derr 








Barrister-at-Law, 


| sists of the following members of the bar: Sir Henry James, 


opinion, however, that in this case the form of application for leave to 
employ a solicitor shews that the Loard of Trade have limited the amount, 
and therefore the costs which have been incurred in excess of the amount 
sanctioned cannot be paid out of the estate. IT agree with the decision of 
Vaughan Williams, J. 
fry and Lorrs, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed. 
Clarke, 8.G., and Sutton ; French, Q.C., and Ringwood, 
to the Board of Trade; Leggatt, Rubinstein, § Co. 
teported by F. O, Ropinson, Barrister-at-Law. 


-CounseL, Sir £. 
Soxtcrrors, Solicitor 





JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES IN LIQUIDATION. 
Tue following is the report of a joint-committee appointed by the Bar 
Committee and the Incorporated Law Society to consider and report upon 
the tribunal charged with the administration of the affairs of joint-stock 
companies in liquidation :— 

The joint-committee was appointed in the latter part of 1891, and pre 
Q.C., an 
Messrs. W. F. Robinson, Q.C., Forbes, Q.C., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Buck- 
ley, Q.C., Chadwyck Healey, Q.C., Yate-Lee, and Joseph Walton; and 
the following members of the Incorporated Law Society: Messrs. W. 
Melmoth Walters (president), Richard Pennington (vice-president), Joseph 
Addison, J. W. Budd, R. Cunliffe, Wm. Godden, John Hollams, Henry 
Markby. 

The joint-committee beg to report as follows :— 

The Winding-up Act of 1890 provides that the jurisdiction in respect of 
companies ordered to be wound up in the High Court since that statute 
came into operation, shall be exercised either by a judge or judges of the 
Chancery Division, or by the judge to whom the bankruptcy business is 
allotted. Down to the present time that jurisdiction has been allowed 
to remain with the four judges of the Chancery Division, to whose 
courts a staff is attached, and who had acted under the previous 
Winding-up Acts. Apart from the question whether it is desirable 
that the winding-up business should be transacted by one or by 
several judges, the committee consider that, in order to give satis- 
faction to the public, it is essential, first, that the judge or judges ap- 
pointed to deal with it should not go upon circuit, and, secondly, that 
such judge or judges and the staff should have had a large practical ex- 


| perience of the mode in which such business has been hitherto transacted. 


Bankruptcy Cases. 

Ez parte OFFICIAL RECEIVER, /: DUNCAN—(. A. No. 1, 
Basxeucrtcy —Costs—Orvewiar Receivex Tucater—No Commirrer ov Ix- 
svuction ~ Exvitovment ov Sovictron—Taxation op Costsa—Banknvurtcy 

Act, 1883, =. 22, 57. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Vanghan Williams, J. (ant-, p. 
219), allowing the objections of the baukrupt to a bill of costs brought in | 
by the solicitors who had acted for the official receiver as trustee in the 
bankruptcy. A receiving order was made against the debtor in September, 
1990, upon which he was adjudicated bankrupt, but in March, 1891, his 
debts having been paid in full, the bankruptcy was annulled. The official 
receiver, acting as trustee in the bankruptcy without a committee of in- 
spection, applied to the Board of Trade for authority to employ a firm of 


ith March. 





‘The importance of the first point is shewn by the consequences which 
follow in bankruptcy when the judge is on circuit. ‘he whole bankruptcy 
jurisdiction is then nominally transferred to the judge who happens to be 
at the Queen’s Bench chambers for the day. Urgent cases must come 
before him, however special may be their character, and the bulk of the 
business is at a standstill. The committee strongly deprecate any such 
resulta in respect of winding-up business, in which cases of urgency in- 
volving matters of great moment frequently arise. ‘The committee also 
attribute the greatest importance to the second point. Not only are delay 
and expense occasioned when a subject is entirely new to the judge, but 
in the numerous cases arising in winding-up matters, which are prac- 
tically unopposed, the judge has no assistance from contending arguments, 
and, unless his own experience has been extensive, abuses may readily 
creep in, and discredit be brought upon the whole department. These 
considerations point to the Chancery Divison as the tribunal where. the 
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winding-up business can be most conveniently dealt with, and the com- 
mittee are of opinion that it cannot be removed elsewhere without serious 
injury to the public. The committee have had under consideration the 
question whether the winding-up business should be dealt with by all the 
judges of the Chancery Division who have chief clerks, or by one only ; 
and they fai] to see any advantage in conferring the jurisdiction upon 
one judge only. The work has hitherto been most efficiently conducted 
by four judges of the Chancery Division and their staffs, and the 
committee have not heard of any improvement likely to ariSe from its 
consolidation before one judge; and they think it not improbable that 
there might be a loss in breadth of view. There does not appear, more- 
over, to be any demand for the change by the public or the profession. 
The committee, however, suggest that in the chambers of each judge the 
winding-up business should be attached to one chief clerk. Since the 
appointment of the committee some rules have been drafted under the 
Winding-up Act, 1890, and the Lord Chancellor has favoured the com- 
mittee with a copy. The general scheme of these rules appears to be 
that all the winding-up business shall be transferred to one judge, who 
apparently is not to be a permanent judge of the Chancery Division, and 
that all the work connected therewith and now performed by the chancery 
registrars and by the chief clerks and at the Central Office shall be per- 
formed by one of the registrars in bankruptcy, who shall also preside at all 
public examinations. For the reasons above stated, the committee are of 
opinion that such a scheme, if carried out, would prove a failure ; but as the 
experiment of appointing one judge to transact all the winding-up busi- 
ness may be tried, they have thought it desirable to record their views on 
some points which may arise. In the event of one judge being nominated, 
the committee consider that he should be permanently attached to the 
Chancery Division, and should exercise the bankruptcy jurisdiction, and 
devote such portion (if any) of his judicial time as may not be required for 
the winding-up and bankruptcy work to the general business of the 
Chancery Division. The committee are also of opinion that public exami- 
nations under section 8 of the Winding-up Act, 1890, should be taken 
before the judge himself. The examinations are an important feature 
under the Act, but, unless adequately controlled, they will lose their 
intended beneficial effect, and abuses will certainly occur. The committee 
consider that the administrative duties now performed by the chief clerks 
in chancery in winding-up matters, and the duty of presiding at public 
examinations in open court, cannot be satisfactorily disc by one and 
the same member of the staff, as is proposed by the draft rules. The 
training which is required for the two positions is different; and the 
ualities wanted are not usually found united in one person. Moreover, 

e time necessarily given to the discharge of the one duty will interfere 
with the due performance of the other. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 9th inst., Mr. John Hunter in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, Robert Cunliffe, J. H. 
Kays, Henry Roscoe, R. W. Tweedie, W. Melmoth Walters, Frederic T. 
Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £370 was distributed in 
grants of relief, six new members were admitted to the association, and 
other general business was transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 7.—Mr. 8. Williams moved: ‘‘ That in the opinion of this House 
the 17th section of the Statute of Frauds should be repealed.’’ Mr. Haw- 
kins opposed, and Messrs. Yates, Lewis, Le Maistre, Common, Symonds, 
Marcus, C. W. Williams, Browne, Bagram, Green, and Sherrington also 
spoke ; and the motion on being put to the vote was lost by six votes. 
The next meeting will take place on the 14th of March, the subject for 
debate being the Disestablishment of the Church of England. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Grorcr Burrow Grecory, solicitor, died at his house at the 
Foundling Hospital on Saturday last. He was born in the year 1813, and 
was educated at Eton and at Trinity College, Cambridge He was 
articled to his father, Mr. John 8. Gregory, who was one of the original 
members of the Incorporated Law Society, and for many years a member 
of the council of that body, and its president in 1851. He was admitted 
in Hilary, 1841, and became a member of the society on the 23rd of 

h in the same year. He was elected a member of the council in 
1863, and president of the society in 1875. He re ted East Sussex 
in Parliament from 1868 to 1885, and the Northern Division of that 
county from 1885 to 1886, when he retired. While in Parliament he took 
akeen interest in all measures affecting the interests of the profession, 


and greatly assisted his colleagues on the council in amend- 
ments in the law which they considered beneficial to ublic and the 
profession. In 1887 Mr. Gregory retired from the firm at No. 1, Bedford- 


tow, with which he and his father had been so long connected, and in 
which his son is now a partner; but he still continued to take out his 
certificate and ta do some small matters of business, In 1890 Mr. 








Gregory was one of the members of the council who retired from office by 
rotation (ten members thus retire every year), and, as was competent for 
him, he offered himself for re-election, and was elected, whereupon Mr. 
A. H. Hastie, an unsuccessful candidate, took steps for having Mr. 
Gregory’s election declared invalid, on the ground that he was not a 
practising solicitor as required by the charter and bye-laws; but upon Mr. 
Gregory making an affidavit to the effect that he still did legal business, 
Mr. Hastie abandoned the proceedings and paid Mr. Gregory’s costs. 
Mr. Gregory had a wide experience as a parliamentary agent, and was 
engaged in the course of his life in many important matters. He was 
chairman of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society, and for some years 
Chairman of the Legal and General Assurance Society, and Treasurer of 
the Foundling Hospital. Mr. Gregory married in 1847 Maria Teresa, 
daughter of Mr. E. R. Price, of Vi iso. The funeral took place at 
Boarzell, Hurst Green, Sussex (Mr. & ry’s country seat), on Thursday 
afternoon. A short service was held on the same day at the chapel in the 
Foundling Hospital, at which some of his colleagues on the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society and the secretary were present. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. James Cross Patiirrs, solicitor, of 17, Coleman-street, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Phillips was admitted in 
August, 1884. 

Mr. Wriuram Moreton Putts, solicitor, of 21, Worship-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Phillips was admitted 
in February, 1882. 

Mr. Atsert Bamrorp Pitutxe, solicitor, of Whitworth, Lancashire, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pilling was admitted in 
August, 1887. 

Mr. Artutr Sipney Porrsr, solicitor, of 17, Devonshire-square, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Potter was admitted 
in December, 1885. 

Mr. Josepu Samcet Reetnstetn (Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co.), solicitor, 
of 5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Western Australia. Mr. Rubinstein was admitted in Augast, 1876. 
He is a commissioner for oaths, a perpetual commissioner, a commissioner 
for oaths and deeds, and commissioner for oaths for South Australia. 

Mr. Wi.t1amM Brews .RKorotHam (Robotham, Attwood, & Robotham), 
sohcitor, of Derby, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Robotham was admitted in November, 1885. 

Mr. Tom Lovertne Rowsg (Pearce & Rowse), solicitor, of 31, Liverpool- 
street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rowse 
was admitted in April, 1885. 

Mr. Evoene Tuomas Ranpaut (T. & E. T. Randall), solicitor, of 6, South- 
square, Gray’s-inn, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Randall was admitted in August, 1879. 

Mr. Epear Griznert Rosrs, solicitor, 11, Pancras-lane, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Robins was admitted in Novem- 
ber, 1885. 

Mr. James Mgap Surueruanp, solicitor, 6, New-square, Linccln’s-inn, 
W.v., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sutherland was 
admitted in February, 1885 

Mr. James Octavius Spreckey, solicitor, 101, Borough High-street, 
S.E., has been big a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Spreckley was 
admitted in April, 1884. 

Mr. Epwarv Sracey, solicitor, Tottenham, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stacey was admitted in November, 1885. 


Mr. Jossrx Witrrep Sranton, M.A. Oxon. (Morgan, Francis, & 
Stanton), solicitor, Chepstow, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Uaths. Mr. Stanton was admitted in April, 1885. 


Mr. Water Hamixn Sreep, solicitor, Nottingham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Speed was admitted in July, 1885. 

Mr. Joun Epwarp Suaw, solicitor, Greenwich, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for New South Wales and Queensland. Mr. Shaw was 
admitted in Michaelmas, 1874. He is also a commissioner for New Zea- 
land, a commissioner for oaths, and a perpetual commissioner. 

Mr. Ronsrt Watxer Suorsmcrn, solicitor, Halifax, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Shoesmith was admitted in May, Ts83. 

Mr. Jouxn Mumurmeron Snoson (Millington & Simpson), solicitor, 
Boston, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Simpson was 
admitted in Hilary, 1874. 

Mr. Artuur ps Mrur Srverne (Kingdon & Severne), solicitor, Wirks- 
worth, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Severne was 
admitted in November, 1878. 

Mr. Hersert James Martin (Martin & Nicholson), solicitor, 29, Queen- 
street, City, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Martin 
| was admitted in August, 1885. 

Mr. Harry Mrirrean, solicitor, Wigan, has been appointed a Commis - 
| sioner for Oaths. Mr. Milligan was admitted in Augast, 1883, 

Mr. Samvet Jerrsry McKee (Janson, Cobb, Pearson, € Co.), solicitor, 
41, Finsbury-cirous, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Vaths. 
Mr. McKee was admitted in Michaelmas, 1872. 

Mr. Joun Garrerr Morten, jun, (Morten, Cutler, & Co.), solicitor, 99, 
Newgate-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Morten was admitted in January, 1883. 
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Mr. Herzert Nrexp, solicitor, Monument Station-buildings, City, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Nield was admitted in 
February, 1885, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Georcr Herrert Newman (Stretton, Hilliard, & Co.), solicitor, 75, 
Cornhill, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Newman was admitted in April, 1884. 

Mr. Joun Hanrnorrie Nicuotson, solicitor, Hexham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Nicholson was admitted in December, 
1885. 

Mr. Cuartes Henry Ommanney, solicitor, 3, Great Winchester-street, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oatlis. Mr. Ommanney was 
admitted in July, 1878. 

Mr. Georcr Parr (Parr & Butlin), solicitor, Nottingham, has been 
— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Parr was admitted in 
Michaelmas, 1867. 


Mr. Joun Epwarp Pures, solicitor, 179, Gresham-house, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Phillips was admitted in 
Daseeiiiee, 1879. 

Mr. Epwarp Francis Pavut, solicitor, Taunton, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Paull was admitted in September, 1883. 


Mr. Tromas James Sartu, jun., solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted in August, 1885. 


Mr. Artuvr Epwarp Bromeneap Sovtey, solicitor, Malton, Yorks, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Soulby was admitted in 
November, 1885, after passing the Final Examination with honours. He 
is clerk to Huttons Ambo School Board. 


Mr. Artuvr Stewarp Brytu Spartrne (Sparling & Son), Colchester, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sparling was admitted in 
December, 1885. 

Mr. Ernest Seymour Saaman, solicitor, 61, Chancery-lane, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Salaman was admitted in 
December, 1885. 

Mr. Epwr SxHatuess, solicitor, 57, New Broad-street, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Shalless was admitted in July, 
1885. 


Mr. Ernest Grorce Srrers, solicitor, 16, King-street, Cheapside, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Spiers was admitted in 
August, 1877. 

Mr. Frank Water Sprorr (Sprott & Son), solicitor, Mayfield, Sussex, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sprott was admitted 
in December, 1884. 

Mr. Cuatoner Suenton, solicitor, Winchester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Shenton was admitted in November, 1885. 


Mr. Samvet Heywoop Sev11tez, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Seville was admitted in November, 1883, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Baynes Waicut Suvrtuwarrte (Petch & Smurthwaite), solicitor, 43, 
Bedford-row, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smurth- 
waite was admitted in July, 1884. 

Mr. Artuur Cecit Sairu, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted in July, 1882. 

Mr. Joun Cockram Tay tor, solicitor, 37, Essex-street, Strand, W.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted 
in November, 1885. 

Mr. Epwarp Tanovrpri, solicitor, 20, Victoria-street, Westminster, 
S.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tahourdin was 
admitted in May, 1878. He is a commissioner to take acknowledgments 
in the Supreme Court of New Zealand. 


Mr. Antucr Stewart Trrrerts (Tippetts & Son) solicitor, London, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tippetts was admitted in 
November, 1885. 

Mr. Watter Epwarp Tyrer, solicitor, 10, New-inn, Strand, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tyer was admitted in 
March, 1885. 

Mr. Georce Atsert Tuomas Tvckey, 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
October, 1885. 

Mr. Davip Cuveton Taytor (Barnard & Taylor) solicitor, 47, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Taylor was admitted in February, 1882. 

Mr. Hexry Avotruvs Vaiurnes (Phillips, Son, & Vallings), solicitor, 27, 
Nicholas-lane, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. 
Vallings was admitted in November, 1878. 

Mr. Lawnence Garpxnex WILi1AMs, solicitor, Cardiff, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Williams was admitted in December, 1884, 

Mr. We.usetox Wii114Ms, solicitor, 54, Grosvenor-road, Westminster, 
8.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Williams was 
admitted in May, 1876. 

Mr. Joun Marrtany Warxiys, solicitor, Usk, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Watkins was admitted in February, 1878. 

Mr. Anruve Watpron, solicitor, Cardiff, has been appointed a Commis- 

oner for Oaths. Mr. Waldron was admitted in November, 1885. 
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Mr. Ernest Ricnarp Woop, solicitor, 8, Finsbury-circus, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wood was admitted in 
March, 1882. 

Mr. Writ1am Hargrave Warson (Parr, Sadler, & Dickinson), solicitor 
Southport, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Watson 
was admitted in November, 1885. 

Mr. Jamzs Rozryson Wiison (Bush & Wilson), solicitor, Newcastle-upon. 
"Tyne, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wilson was 
admitted in August, 1878. 

Mr. Lawrence Cuartes WeBBER-INctEpoN, solicitor, Dunster, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Webber-Incledon was admitted 
in May, 1876. 

Mr. Cuartes Hersert Wriiiiams (Stevenson, Green, & Williams), soli- 
citor, Nottingham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mp, 
Williams was admitted in January, 1886. 

Mr. Wui1am W1N6, solicitor, Nottingham, has been appointed a Com. 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Wing was admitted in February, 1885. He ig 
the son of Mr. Henry Wing, J.P., a member of the Council of the Incor. 
porated Law Society. 

Mr. ALEXANDER Wricut, M.A., LL.M. Cantab. (E. M. Wright & Son), 
solicitor, Bacup, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Wright was admitted in December, 1885. 


Mr. Maxtin Inert Preston, M.A., solicitor, of Nottingham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Preston was admitted in 
January, 1886. 

Mr. Lucas Wurraker, solicitor, of Leeds, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Whitaker was admitted in July, 1884. 


Mr. A. M. Bremner, barrister, of the South-Eastern Circuit, has been 
appointed a member of the Bar Committee, in the place of Mr. Kenelm 
Digby, who has been made a county court judge. 

Mr. Yarsorovcn -AnpErson, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Counsel to the Post Office for the North-Eastern Circuit, in succession to 
Mr. A. C. Meysey-Thompson, Q.C. Mr. Anderson was called to the bar 
in 1875. 





GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Wright, in charging the grand jury at Newcastle Assizes, 
said in many parts of the country there had been a. diminution of crime to 
an extent which surprised those who had watched the criminal classes, and 
it was no longer necessary to pass severe sentences in particular forms of 
crime. In times like these it i3 possible to be lenient without injury to the 
interests of society at large. 

In a paper contributed to the Gentleman’s Magazine Major-General 
Patrick Maxwell gives the following extracts from a memoir of the late 
Honourable Justice Oonookul Chunder Mookerjee, by Mohendro Nauth 
Mookerjee, his nephew, printed at Calcutta :—‘‘ Justice Mookerjee very 
well understood the boot of his client, for which he would carry a logo- 
machy as if his wheel of fortune depended upon it. His elevation 
created a catholic ravishment throughout the domain.’’ In a touching 
sketch of the justice’s personal appearance the author prettily observes, 
‘* When a boy he was filamentous, but gradually in the course of time he 
became plump as a partridge.”’ 

The London correspondent of the Yorkshire Post says that the judges of 
the High Court, sitting in council, have been devoting much time to the 
consideration of courts for the hearing of commercial cases. The sugges- 
tion is that the courts should be established in different large centres 
of commerce in the country, that they should be presided over by 
specially-appointed judges, and should deal with cases that are now 
brought to London. So far there is a conflict of opinion among the judges 
as to the constitution of such courts, but it is expected that a decision will 
be arrived at soon after the circuits are over. 

The St. James’s Gazette says:—‘‘ How do the legal gentlemen like the 
latest form of female enterprize ? The Ladies’ Business Agency (Limited), 
which has just set up in Victoria-street, undertakes to give advice to 
ladies on legal, financial, and business worries! The precise cost of 
securing this ‘ advice’ is not stated; but there are so many ladies who are 
delighted to give their advice gratuitously that possibly the gross money 
question will not enter into the delicate operations at all. An interesting 
branch of the ‘ Ladies’ Business Agency (Limited) ’ consists in retaining a 
‘lady legal expert, who will see that the ltigant’s lawyer does his duty.’ 
The spectacle of the lady legal expert extracting trembling maiden ladies 
from the hands of wicked lawyers is delightful ; and we hope the ‘ Ladies’ 
Business Agency’ will figure in all the law courts—except, of course, the 
Bankruptcy Court.’’ 

The Times understands that the Bill introduced by the Lord Chancellor 
on behalf of the Statute Law Revision Committee covers considerably more 
ground than the measure passed last year. Commencing with 14 & 15 
Vict. c. 1 the committee have gone through the whole of the enactments of 
the sixth decade of the present century, and the schedule which they have 
drawn up will prove of an exceptionally interesting character. The Bill 
is expected to be printed in about a week. In the drafting of the Short 
Titles Bill, one of the minor measures prepared by the Statute Law 
Revision Committee, several enactments intended to have been dealt with 
were omitted ; consequently, the Lord Chancellor will find it necessary to 
move a number of amendments in Standing Committee. Amongst the 
statutes which Lord Halsbury will propose to add to the schedule are the 
Diplomatic Privileges Act, 1708, the Disorderly Houses Act, 1818, the 





Transportation Act, 1830, and the Convict Prisons Acts of 1850 and 185%. 
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re ee ra 
ee Banxaxo, Guonor, Tetley st, Bromley by Bow, Herbalist Mar 10 Forbes, London st, 
enchurc! 
COURT PAPERS. Bannert, Em, Bosbury, co Hereford, Gent Mar 25 Masefield, Ledbury 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDIC ATURE. BEaHAn, ar og Didsbury, nr Manchester, retired Licensed Victualler Mar 31 Doyle, 
Rota or ReGisTRars IN ATTENDANCE ON @ Boorn, Lister, Huddersfield, Builder AprS Booth, Huddersfield 
Date. snites Soeut —— My, Justice | Booru, Many Mu.pnep, Rochdale Mar 19 Molesworth & Cheetham, Rochdale 
iting, Mar0 ....ccces.ssc. 14 ‘Mr. Clowes Mr. F Mr. Farmer Born, Reese Rem, Maddox st, Regent st Mar 25 Tarry & Sherlock, Serjeants’ inn, 
*s — a _ ~~ mene, agg Moe Bromriztp Kixescorr Morcan, Hastings Mar 25 Perkins & 
er! » Yor! 
commen a | aed Browse, Eowanp Sraxurr, Ipswich, retired Colonel of Royal Marines April Bantoft, 
; pswic! 
ae Prngenn PS 3 le Buxtox, Atice Ciapnam, Birkdale, nr Southport June 30 Tyer & Co, Liverpool 
a oo force Buxroy, Rev Tuomas, Birkdale, nr Southport April 30 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Monday, March ............-.. 14 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Beal Mr. Leach Davies, Epwarp, Wernfawr, Mellons, Mon, Farmer March 22 Waldron & Son, Cardiff 
ay. bes “ Pugh ww Dines, Wass Piercy, Blackawton, Devon, Esq March 25 Johnson & Co, Lincoln’s 
berte Beal Inn fe 
Ward Pugh Godfrey Eacueroy, Joun Henry, Shooter’s hill rd, Blackheath March 19 Mason & Edwards, 
Pemberton Beal, =. Lincoln’s inn fields f — 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Dispix.—March 4, at 14, Gayton-crescent, Hampstead, the wife of Lewis T. Dibdin, bar- 
rister-at-law, of a son. i ‘ 
Fraxcis.—March 2, at 9, Hughenden-road, Clifton, Bristol, the wife of A. W. Francis, 

solicitor, of a son. : 
Hexx.—March 4, at Albert House, Sligo, the wife of F. Blackburn Henn, barrister-at-law 
and resident magistrate, of a son. ‘ 
Garxer.—March 2, at 32, Knowsley-drive, Cressington-park, Liverpool, the wife of Stanley 
Garner, solicitor, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES. 


AvpEN--Lorm™er.—March 1, at the parish church, Thelwall, Cheshire, Thomas Edward 
Auden, solicitor, of Danesgate, Repton, Derbyshire, to Emma Jane, daughter of Thomas 
Webster Lorimer, of Newton-Stewart, Wigtonshire, N.B. 

RamspALE—KEELING.—March 1, at Priston, Bath, Arthur Edgar Ramsdale, of Longton, 
Staff., solicitor, to Bessie, eldest ——s f. — Keeling, of Priston, Bath. 

,E 


Grecory.—March 5, at the Foundling, George Burrow Gregory, solicitor, J.P. for Sussex, 
formerly of 1, Bedford-row, aged 79. 

Mackrson.—March 4, at Laurel Bank, Lancaster, William Wyllys Mackeson, Q.C., 
bencher, Inner Temple, aged 79. 

VaLLANce.—March 7, at Bournemouth, William Naylor Vallance, barrister-at-law, aged 26. 


WAnrsinG To inteNDING House Puncnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Gffices, &c.—[Apvr. | 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 

Hearn Perrotevm Co, Limirepv—Petn for winding wp. presented Feb 10, directed to be 
heard before Stirling, J., on Saturday, March 12. Tarn, Philpot lane, solor for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of March 11 

Loypox Wuite Leap Masvracrvrine Co, Lunrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 
29, directed to be heard on March 12. Stuart, Wych st, Strand, solor for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of March 11 

Reuivanis Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 14, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hon. James Mansfield, 19, 
Gt St Helen’s, Bishopsgate st. Paine & Co, solors for liquidator ; 

Sykes Brewery Co, Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented March 2, directed to be 
heard before Chitty, J., on March 12. Walker & Co, Carey st, solors for petner. 
motioe of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of March 11 

Wesr Lonpon Crvit Service Co-operative Surrty Srores, Linrrep—Petn for winding 
up, presented Feb 29, directed to be heard on March 12. Hasties, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of March 11 

Witrox Tea Co or Assam, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before May 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Wright and Edward Carter, 27, Austinfriars. Woolley, Great Winchester st, solor for 


liquidators 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Soxs or True Barrons Benerrr Society, Red Lion, 1, Waverton st, Mayfair. Feb 26 
London Gasette.—Turspay, March 8, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTEep IN CHANCERY. 

Lacrire, Luntep—Creditors are ey on or before April 20, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Frederick Murgatroyd, 2, 
Clarence bldgs, Booth st, Manchester 

Mercaytite Bank or AustRavia, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented March 7, 
directed to be heard before North, J., on Saturday, March 19. Powell & Burt, St 
Swithin’s lane, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 15 

Petvate Investors’ Association, Limrrep—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated March 
4, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the association be continued. Snell 
& Co, George st, Mansion House, solors for petner 

Vuccan Fire Brick Co, Liwrrep—-By an order made by Chitty, J., dated Feb 20, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. Johnson, Parlia- 
ment st, Westminster, solor for petner 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, Feb, 23. 
Asporr, Sanan ALLun, Lee, Kent July 17 Dowse, New inn, Strand 
Aury, Roser, Bretherton, Lancs, retired Farmer Mar 31 Forshaw & Parker, Preston 





Ronays, eee Argyle sq, King’s Cross, Gent April1 Hughes & Sons, Chapel st, Bed- 
0 Ww 


ro’ 

Rowssse, Specenree Lucy, Cobham, Surrey March 19 Mason & Edwards, Lincoln’s 
inn ne 

oo Barsara, Elswick, Newcastleupon Tyne April5 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Farre, Jon, Liverpool, Gent March 25 Bannatyne & Co, Glasgow 


Passes, ym Georce, Gravesend, Timber Merchant March 28 Homewood, Old 
ewry ¢ rs 
Garret, Marie Carouive, Tunbridge Wells April1 Andrew & Cheal, Tunbridge Wells 


Garry, Wituam, Odiham, Hants, Esq March 17 Fulton & Pyesmith, Salisbury 


Gwrrner, Freperick, Washwood Heath, nr Birmingham, Electro Plate Manufacturer 
March 23 Weekes & Co, Birmi 
Harris, Joun Morcay Jenxrys, Treferig, Glam, Esq April1 Williams, Cardiff 


Hearp, Ann Evizanern, St Sidwell, Exeter April 30 Sparkes & Pope, Exeter 
Hopvesoy, Jouy, Baildon, Yorks, Wool Washer March 24 Freeman, Bradford 

Hott, Frayces Jane, Aigburth, nr Liverpool March 26 Thornely & Cameron, Liverpool 
Humpnreys, Marcaret, Lilansannan, co Denbigh Apri Gold & Co, Denbigh 

Isesox, Henry, Blackpool, Watchmaker Mar 31 Ambler & Rawsthorn, Preston 
Jacoss, IsraEL, Stepney gr MariS Myers, Wormwood st 


camenaen, Dea, Trafalgar sq, Peckham, formerly Wesleyan Minister Mar 25 Best, 
om et 
Lawry, Justan, Cornwall rd, Notting hill, Carpenter Mar 25 Hawkins & Co, Wood- 


stock . 
LeyLanp, Fraxcis ALEXANDER, Halifax, Worsted Spinner Mar 31 England, Halifax ; 
and Foster, Halifax - 
Lyycu, Tuomas Kerr, Pont st, Esq April 30 Woodhouse & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Mackexzir, Sir Moret, M.D., Harley st April6 McKenna & Co, Basinghall st 
Mansixa, Ertex, Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk Mar 31 A H & A Ruston, Newmarket 
Manse.t, Gzoree, Southport, Gent Mar2 Buck & Co, Southport 


Maruesox, James Horace, Queen’s gate, retired Captain in H M’s Army Mar 18 
Harrison & Davies, Bedford row 
McCoxne tt, Jouy, Rochford, Essex Mar 19 Arthy, Rochford 


McCovrt, Mary, Preston Mar 24 Edelston & Sons, Preston 

Mites, Joux, White Lion st, Norton Folgate March 19 Jones, Spital sq 

Mixis, Wiitiam, Clapham rd, Esq April23 Thorold & Brodie, Regent st 

Moranp, Sir Henry, Bombay, India March 25 Johnson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Newsvury, WALTER May, St. Sidwells, Exeter April 30 Sparkes & Hope, Exeter 

Orvis, SrerHen Stokes, Tunbridge Wells, Chemist March 25 Martin, Tunbridge Wells 

Piers, Lady Rose, St Leonards on Sea March 23 Byfield, Great St Helens 

Rivey, Jeremian, Bath March 25 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

ieoum. Joun Granam, Cheltenham, Esq April 5 Winterbothams & Gurney, Chel- 
on! 


am 

Rvae, am Dawlish, Devon, Hackney Carriage Proprietor Mar 30 Saunders, Crew- 
erne 

Saweti, Mary Ann, West Tilbury, Essex Mar23 Homewvod, Old Jewry chmbrs 


Snuarrer, Anna Marta, Brighton Mar 31 Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 

Sarrn, Rt Hon Wittiam Heyrvy, Grosvenor , MP, First Lord of the Treasury April 
30 ey & Capron, Clement’s inn, A 

Srooxer, Newsy Asranam, Outland, Stoke Damerel, Devon, Gent Mar 31 Gidley & 
Son, Plymouth 

Sracxer, Extzasetu Boyy, Southport Mar 20 Buck & Co, Southport 

Tarem, Avy, Appledore, Devon * Apr 1 Rooker & Bazeley, Bideford 

Tuorxsury, Cuanrorre, Sidmouth, Devon Mar 31 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

Tow —~; Cuarces, Hastings, retired Coachman Mar 19 Willett & Latter, Bromley, 


en 

Wansunroy, Jous, Latchford, co Chester, Manufacturer Apr2z Longland, Warrington 

West, Avexanper, Gray’sinn rd Maris Salmon, Finsbury pymnt 

Wises, Grorece Herserr Dasnwoono, Talbot rd, Bayswater, Esq 
Craven st, Charing Cross 

Woo.ttams, Mary, Tattenhall, co Chester Mar 31 Cooke, Winsford 

Wrace, Francis, Church hill, Walthamstow, Gent April4 Wragg, Gt St Helen’s 


Radcliffes & Co, 


3 London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 26. 
Ames, Eowarp Levi, Axmouth, Devon, Esq April6 Burch & Co, Spring gardens 
Baruart, Jony, Tunstall, Staffs, Baker March 26 Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 
Bars, Many Ayn, Battersea park rd March 16 Rumsey, Finsbury park rd 
Bex, Dororny, Hawkshead, Lancs, Grocer April 30 Thomson & Wilson, Kendal 
Berry, Jonx James, Stainsby rd, Poplar, Mast Maker March 31 Birchall, Mark lane 
Brrnoy, Tuomas, Castleton, Mon, Esq March 31 Lyne & Co, Newport, Mon 
Buioonr, Sauvet, Wem, Salop, Farmer March 25 Bygott, Wem 
Bourn, Saran Fosrer, Tunbridge Wells June 24 Ellison & Burrows, Cambridge 
Brraur, Euwa Karuerrye, Tring, Herts April 7 Cookson & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Burien, Grorce Russe, Reading, Auctioneer April2 Blandy & Co, Reading 


Wethertield & Co, Gresham 





Canrox. Piernx Avevsre, Wilson st, Finsbury, Manufacturers’ Agent March 2 
bldgs, Guildhall 
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Cuarpman, Saran Anx, Eastleigh, co Southampton March 25 Perkins & Co, Southampton | 
Cuessurre, Many Axx, Bath April5 Maule & Robertson, Bath 
Crate, Exvizasetu, Rothbury, Northumbrid March 31 Elsdon & Dransfield, Newcastle | 


Cilia, Bocuse: Hempnall, Norfolk March 28 English, Norwich 

Croix, Daxiet, Bloomsbury sq, Esq April1 Cronin, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Cciues, Paut, Liverpool, Cattle Salesman March 31 Bateson & Co, Liverpool 
Dawnay, Hon Pavan, Beningbrough Hall, Yorks Mar 31 Russell & Mackay, York 
Epwarpb, Hayxan Maria, York Mar24 Smith, York 

Fievp, James, Oxford st, Kingsbury Mar 31 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
F.Eet, James, Maelhuret, Pontesbury, Salop, Farmer Mar 31 Wade, Shrewsbury 
a Dace, Mushroom lane, Sheffield Apr 4 Alderson & Co, Sheffield and 


Forryay, a Gt Wigston, Leics, Butcher Apr 20 Owston & Co, Leicester 
Frescu, Mary Ann, Lewes, Sussex Apr30 Hillman, Lewes 
Gitiies, Joux Marsnatt, Iddesleigh mus, Victoria st, Esq Mar 22 Godfray, Finsbury 


pymat 
Gotpsmira, James, Norwich, Grocer Mar 25 Goodchild, Norwich 


Grecory, Horatio, Waxchandler’s Hall, Proctor Mar 31 H M Gregory, 57, Upper 
Berkeley st, W 
HamitTox, Mary, Longfleet, Poole Mar 19 Aldridge & Aldridge, Poole 


Harpy, Josern, Rotherham, Ironworks Manager Apr6 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 
Hanrazis, James, Ramsgate, Gent Apr 30 Brougham, High st, Hounslow 

Harris, Jous, Bromley, Kent Mar24 Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, Cannon st 
Harvey, Jous, Elizabeth st, Pimlico Apri2 Feilding & Co, Vincent sq, Westminster 
Hayes, Exiza, Birmingham Apri10 Jeffrey, Birmingham 

Hiscuuirr, Mary Kersy, The Grove, Hammersmith Aprs Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hotroway, Samvet, Gloucester, Leather Merchant Mar 25 Grimes, Gloucester 
Isesox, Henry, Blackpool, Watchmaker March 31 Ambler & Rawsthorn, Preston 
Isctesy, Exa, Panton Hall, nr Holywell, co Flint April8 Miller & Co, Liverpool 
Isnerwoop, Samcet, Sharples, Lancs, Bleacher March 31 Fullagar & Hulton, Bolton 
Lawrence, Josern, Rochester April15 Haigh, Gresham st 

Lawsoy, Tuomas, Leeds, Gent April 15 Nelson & Co, Leeds 


Lewis, Maerua, West Ashling, nr Chichester March 25 Holmes & Co, Arundel and 
Littlehampton 

Macreas, Mary, Highbury park, Highbury April1 Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 

Mate, Wit.iam, Birkenhead, Painter March 12 Francis & Pierce, Birkenhead 

Me tos, Svsax, Wynne rd, Brixton March 31 Fooks & Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Meraves, Baron, Right Hon Feevertck Henry Pav, Corsham Court, Wilts April 11 
Bennett & Co, Lincoln’s inn 

Mitiar, Auuax Ios, Peel place, Silver st, Kensington, Licensed Victualler March 2 
Jordan & Son, Victoria st 

Nasu, Hesay, Sussex gdns, Hyde park March 25 Nash, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Nesox, Hexry, Westoe, Durham, Shipowner May 1 


Ingledew & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
Portsmovutu, Earl of, Right Hon Isaac Newrox, Eggesford House, Devon 
Thorold & Brodie, Regent st 7 


Nicere, Dosa Exizapern Awng, Portsea place, Connaught sq March 25 Bertram, Nor- 
folk st, Strand 

Papiey, Exiza, Kingston upon Hull March 26 Wilson & Sons, Hull 

Pace, Wiiitam, Eastbourne, Bill Discounter April 20 Champion & Co, Eastbourne 

Puirres, sorta a Carlisle st, Edgware rd, Gent 


June 15 


April 9 Cooper & Bake, Portman 


Pixper, THomas, inten, Derby, Farmer April 2 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham and 
Racxuam, Lavea Catuenixe, Chantry, Norwich March 25 Rackham, Norwich 
Reavy, Exitx, Holland rd, Kensington April1 Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool 


Ricuarps, Rosert, Shirrell Heath, Draxford, Southampton, Hire Carter 
Gater, Bishop’ s Waltham 
Rosixsox, Axx Exiza, Kingston on Hull May 1 Middlemiss & Pearce, Hull 


Scott, Gzorcr, Southampton, Esq, M.D. March 23 Green & Moberly, Southampton 
Sewe t, Sipxey Prestux, Manchester, Banker April 26 Marriott & Co, Manchester 
Sippart, Joseru, Dewsbury, Tinner April 2 Butler & Middlebrook, Leeds 

Bae, Seen, Grove rd, Mile End, Beer Retailer April 7 Swepstone, York st West, 


ea aaa Dixox, Gateshead, Gent April 12 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle-upon- 


March 31 


Srmur0x, A Asx. Choriton-on-Medlock, Beerseller March 21 Wilson, Ashton-under-Lyne, 
, Chapel wks, Manchester 


Dasnsa, Jons Daxter, Liandough, nr Cardiff March 25 Thomas, Carmarthen 
Tirrixe, Asse, Lower Swell, Glos April7 Francis & Son, Stow-on-the-Wold 
Toney ux, Hon. Atssensox Guay, Richmond, Surrey April 6 Bertram, Norfolk st, 


Tvecey, Exxa, Wimbledon, Surrey March 26 Waltons & Co, Leadenhall +t 
Wane, Exizasetn, Kildwick, Yorks March5 Brown, Skipton 





Mitaaie. on. Row in, Coleshill, co. Warwick, formerly Licensed Victualler , April 14 Cole, 14 ae 


, Birmingham 
Waseem’ Tuomas, Willingham, Cambs, Farmer April 23 Ginn & Matthews, Cambridge 


Wise, Wi1.1Ay, the elder, Dringhoe, Yorks, Farmer April7 Wilson & Sons, Hull 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Mar. 1. 
Bapnrick, Jouy, Bierton, nr Aylesbury, Farmer April 11 Baynes & Crouch, Aylesbury 


| Beecuam, Georce, Cartmel, Lancs, Gent April16 Field, Manchester 
| Brooke, James, Whittington, Norfolk, Farmer April1 Mellor, Downham Market 


Buryanpb, Georce, Welwyn, Herts, Esq April 27 Sewell & Edwards, Old Broad st 
Canter, Jonny, Everton, Liverpool, Gent April1 Rudd, Liverpool 


CHAPPELL, eo > Ecclesfield, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
di ekin & Co, Sheffield , 
Cuater, JoHn Witt am, Holland pk gardens, Esq May 31 Darvill & Last, Windsor 


Coorer, Epwasp, Little Oakley Lodge, nr Harwich, Essex, Gent Mar 25 Ward, Harwich 
Cox, Joun Cecit, Durban, South Africa, Gent Junel W Smith & Sons, Sheffield 
Davies, Emity, Lewes, Sussex April15 Hillman, Lewes 


Dopp, WILLIAM, Recenell, Betley, Staffs, Furniture Dealer March 25 Speakman & 
Flowerdew, Crew 
Exuiort, ELizaBETH, ‘Alfred rd, Paddington April1 Hortin, Edgware ri 


Extuis, Witx1am, Clifton gnotiens, Maida vale, Gent April1 Hortin, Edgware rd 
FEGAN, name C.B., R.N., Gunterstone rd, Kensington March 27 Spottiswoode, 


st 
Furze, Wane, Uffculme, Devon, Brewer April 30 Michelli, Wellington, 5 


April 26 Bur- 


omerset 


| Gatursi, Francis Ceci, Pen y lan, Cardiff, Clerk in Holy Orders April 25 Matthews, 
Roath, Cardiff 


GASCOYNE, Henry Grorce, Lichfield, Esq April11 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 

GoopHALL, ANNE, Hove, Sussex April6 Evershed & Shapland, Brighton 

GovuLp, Jouy James, Alexandra Park rd, New Southgate May1 Simpson & Cullingford, 
Gracechurch st 

Guryry, Witi1am, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor March 13 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas 
Apostle, Cannon st y : e , 

Harpy, Georce, St Nicholas rd, Upper Tooting, Stcck Jobber April 16 Vant, junr, 
Leadenhall st ‘ 

Harris, Georce, Woburn, Beds April1 Tanqueray, Wobura 

Harris, Jonn Cricnrox, Wotton under Edge, Glos, Esy March 31 Were & Fripp, 
Plymouth : 

Haxrison, Eviza, Preston March 31 Lamb & Gates, Brighton 

Haywarp, Joun Epwarp Ktysey, Carnarvon, Solicitor March 30 Rees, Carnarvon 

Hickey, Witi1aM Ricuarp, Brighton, Es] Aprill Blandy & Co, Reading 

Houtman, Marcaret Anna, Cheltenham March 22 W & C E Jessop, Cheltenham 

Houimes, Emma Jane, Wa'l, nr Lichfield April11 Hinexley & Co, Lic'ifield 

Howes, Priscitia, Wall, nr Lichfield April11 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 

Hopwoov, Epwarp Joun Greece, Hopwood Hall, nr Middletoa, Lancs, Esq April 12 
Cunliffes & Greg, Maschester : 

Hortox, Bexsamiy, Bournheath, Bromsgrove, Wores, Nailfactor April 30 
Bromsgrove ; 

Howorrnu, Jouy, Bolton by Bowland, Yorks, Ksy April 16 J & W Eastham, Clitherve 

Jouxsos, Wittiam Wurrrce, Croydon, Surrey, E+; March 31 Ward & Son, Norfolk st, 
Strand 

Kay, Joun Wituiam, Sydenham, Kent, Doctor of Medicine Apr 12 Lowless & Co, 
Martin’s lane, Cannon st 

Ke.uert. Peter, Preston, Aerated Water Manufacturer Mar 31 Forshaw & Parker, 
P. 


reston 

Lewis, CuarLorte, Folkestone Mar 31 Upton & Co, Austinfriars 

Marsven, Josepn, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant Apr 23 Learoyd & Co, 
Huddersfield ‘ 

Miter, Hayyan, Olton, nr Birmingham Apr7 Canning & Canning, 

Moone, E.i-nx, Lytham, Lancs Apr7 W & J Cooper, Preston 

Morcax, Tuomas, Palace rd, Roupell Park, Streatham hill, Ex; Apr 1 Wadeson & 
Malleson, Austinfriars 

Pirry, Davip, Spurstowe rd, Hackney, Gent Apr5 Rawlinson, New Broad st 

Porter, Ricuagp, Penalt, Mon, Esq Apri2 Janson & Co, F'in+bury cir 

Scort, Evizavern, Cheltenham Apr9 Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl 

Scamarour, Ann Estuer, Wispers, pr Midhurst, Sussex Apr 13 Tathams & Pym, 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 

Sorriry, James, M Motcombe, Dorset, Architect Apri Warry, Shaftesbury 

Sravker, E.izapetu Boyp, Southport March 20 Buck & Co, Southport 

Top, Janes, Tranmere, Chester, Gent April18 Pennington & Higson, Liverpool 

Tow nas Hexry Rosent, Greenwich, Kent March 25 Winter, Southampton bldgs, 

Chane ery lane and Greenwich 

Wuuis, Jaxe, Warborough, Oxon March 31 Sedgefield & Pryce, Abingdon 

Whire.ey, Josern, Ripponden, Yorks, Cotton Spinner March %) Rhodes & Evans, 
Halifax 

Wi», Eviza, Ramsgate April 13 Nevill, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 

Wituiams, Janes, Shippon, nr Abingdon, Berks, Farmer March 31 
Abingdon 


Sanders, 


Birmingham 


Sedgeficld & Pryce, 





CALVERT, 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetlte-—¥ nivay, Mar. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
Acexaxverr, Gronor, & Co, Manchester, Produce Brokers 
Manchester Vet Feb1l Ord Mar2 
Avisos, Tou, Huttons Ambo, York«, Recner Searborough 
+ Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 2 
Bamxix, Janes Pema} Nottingham, Boot Manufacturer 
A Feb 29 Ord Feb » 
Beu. HOUSE, ae Lanoxe, Manchester, Eng neer, Man- 
chester” 


Cuisweit, Jou, 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 
Coux, Henxenaxs, 


25 Ord Feb 2% 
Cooven, 


Luton Pet Feb 29 Ord 


Agruun Eumaxves Banxcnort, Stretford, Lancs, | 
Steel Rule Maker Salford 
Birminghain, Publican 


London wall, 
High Court Pet Mar1 Ord Mar 
Cooren, Fraxx, Ipswich, Iron Seonker Ipswich Pet Feb 


Joux, Hitchin, Herta, Manager of Public house 

Mar 1 

Carasey, Joux Hexny, Upper Fore st, Edmonton, Green- 
grocer Edmonton Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 





Birmingham, Gent Birmingham Tet Mar 1 Ord 
Mar 1 

Hamatinu, Greorce Evaar, Beeston, Notts, Lace Ware- 
houseman Nottingham Pet Mar1 Ord 

Harrianp, some, Poon yo Journeyman Car- 


Ord Mart | 
| penter Pet F Ord Feb 29 
| 
| 
| 


Birmingham 


Pet Mar 1 


Cyantates Merchant 


Wadwars K, a? = 3 ae York Pet Feb 29 
Ord Feb 29 

Hirst, Samue, Hermann, Leeds, Woollen Merchant Leeds 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Horman, Wintian, ey iste Comput, Grocer Truro 
Pet Feb 25 Feb 20 


Pet Marl Ord Mar 1 Day, Nicuoias, Old Swan, ar Liveryed, Clothier Liver- a Teoues Raxne, here abe, Cheshire, Agent Birken- 
; A Pet Pen pool Pet Mar2 Ord Ma 
Booger Jones, Bradford, Draper Bralford Vet Feb 29 Duserenvitte, Manta Buvceg, ¢ e ernt, Paddington, Hv "Coust’ ©, Fetomnestar on, Brees [anager to Ford & Co High 
~ r , ™ ” Widow High Court Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 27 = C . : 
Boorney, arr Be od Vere &, Mercantile Clerk Duxtuorse, Evwix Epwaup, Anfield, Lancs, Jeweller’s Horyos, Caemiep aoe, Ee Holbeck, Leeds, Lithographer 
Beavixy, Auyasy, Blackburn Sewing Machine Agent Assistant Liverpool Pet Feb Ord Mar 1 Jon hong vA NIKL, od By Aberdare, Glam, Tailor Aber- 
Blackburn Pet Mar? Ord Mar? Firzen, Jumina, Worcester, Boot Dealer Worcester Pet dare Pet Mari Ord Mai 
Busxsey, Tuomas, OA Radford, Nottingham, Hay Dealer Marl Ord Mar 1 | Jones, Haury, Redhill, kl Oilman Croydon Pet 


Pet Febi7 Ord Mar z 
Boasuy, suns, Gotnereal, Yorks, Wool Merchant Dews- | 
bury Pet Marl Ord Mari | Guirvrrns, 


Fouren, Joux Witisam, Wint 


Groner 


tingham Pet Feb 2 Ord Fob 
BrarvvorDp + etth 


ote Farmer Not- Feb 29 Ord Feb 20 
Lacey, Hexny Joun, Chesham, Bucks, Boot Manufacturer 


Balsall Heath, Aylesbury Pet Jan20 Ord Mari 
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a <5} Joux, Neath, Glam, Innkeeper Neath Pet 

Ord Feb2 9 

forsra, Grorce, Sheffield, Plumber Sheffield Pet 

Ord Mar 2 

coeas, Toy’! Georce, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
ham + Feb8 Ord Mar 2 

Sowmincat bade am Bryant, Swansea, Iron Merchant 
Swansea Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 


Parrrick, GEORGE, Lars te co Durham, Chemist Dur- | 
ham eb 


Pet Feb 29 
Peacock, ARTHUR JAMEs, hg — st, 
High Court Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 
Pearsos, Henry Epwanrp, Ball’s Pond rd, Holloway, 
Manager to a Tailor High Court Pet Feb 29 Or 


Feb 29 


Silversmith 


Panes, F C, Garden court, Toe, Barrister at Law | 


High Court Pet Nov3 Ord } 
RoseNTHAL, ABRAHAM, Walsall, Hatter Walsall Pet Mar 


* 1 Ord Marl 
Rovst, Josern, Leicester, Fruiterer Leicester Pet Feb 
Ord Feb 29 
ed i Abbey Hey, Gorton, Manchester, Builder 
Manchester Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 2 
Saxvox, Epwarp, Southampton, Builder Southampton 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 29 


Saeewis, Jutius Hexry, Bank bldgs, Crouch Hill, Watch- 
maker High Cours Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Sxuse, Epuuxp Gores, Stoke next a Surrey, 
Builder Guildford Pet Feb 2) Ord Feb 29 


Sucn, Faastis, Broadway, Worcs, Cor 1 Merchant 
Worcester Pet Feb 29 Gra Feb 29 : 
Tuomas, Daviv, Llangadock, Carmarthenshire, Labourer 


Carmarthen Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Watson, ALBERT. Pontefract, Accountant Wakefield Pet 
Feb25 Ord Feb 26 

Wituramsox, Larry Mayon Lecxensy, Linthwaite, Yorks, 
Physician Huddersfield Pet March1 Ord March 1 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Feb 16: 
Cropper. Henry Smiru, Nottingham, Machine 
Nottingham Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, March 1:— 


Builder 


Joxzs, Ropert, Rhos, Ruabon, Denbighshire, Farm 
Labourer Wrexham Tet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Arustronc, Cuartes Avan, Presteigne, Herefordshire, 


Accountant March l4at10 18, Corn sq, Leominster 


Barune, Pui, Nouds, nr Sittingbourne, Kent March 18 
atll Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 
Baryes, Tuomas Hawmerroy, and Chances Witwiams, 


ettield, Steel Forgings Manufacturers March 16 at 11 

Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shettield 

Boocock, James, Bradford, Draper Mareh 11 at 11.50 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


OT 


Burerss, SUSAN Forp, Westbury on Trym, Glos, Saddler 
March 16 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
Carter, Wiit1aM, Arkengarthdale, Yorks, Farmer March 


14at1z Court house, Northallerton 
Coux, Herruany, London Wall, Commission Merchant 
March 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 
Corey, Arraur, Heath Town, Staffs, Lock Manufacturer 
March 14 at 11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Coorer, Frank, Ipswich, Ironfounder March 11 at 12 36, 
Princes st, Ipswich 
Cowper, Epa xp Brown, Longdale, nr Tebay, Westmrld, 
lacksmith March 12at 11 Off Rec, 120, High gate, 
Kendal 
DixketsrieL, Wiiitam, Queen Victoria st, Assurance 
mt Marilati Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Dovruwaire, Josern, Leeds, Wire Worker Mar 14 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Duyx, CuarLes, the younger, Burslem, Staffs, Builder 
Mar 15 at12 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Evans, EmanveL, Upper Lyde, Pipe cum Lyde, Here- 
— Carpenter Mar 11 at 10 2, Offa st, Here- 


Fianpers, Wittiam Swiru, Barnsley, Common Brewer 
Mar 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 
Forryan, Joux, Oadby, Leicester, Farmer Mur 11 at lz 

ff Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Garpyer, Joun Henn) . Brighton, Commission Ageot 
lbat12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Ge_per, Warren, Barnsley, Herb Extracter Mar IS at 
11.15 Off Rec, 3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 
Granam, WiLL IAM GIL rs, Ashford, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
Mar 11 at 9.30 Off Ree, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 
es, Cuar.es Symonvs, Norwic h, Groce r Mar lz 


Mar 


at 12 


[Py 


KeErwoop, Wiruras Er EST, meten, Baker Mar16 


Off Rec, 4, East st, erie teks 
LEFLey, CHARLES, Sudbury, Suffolk, Fishmonger Mar 11 
at 12.30 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Mac.eop, Normax Morrisox, Ludford, Herefordshire, 
Licensed Victualler Mar 14 at 10 18, Corn-square, 


Mavyuew, Irenaeus, East Molesey, Surrey, Aivetionnent 


at 3 





Canvasser Mar 11 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
bridge 
| OLivER, “Frepenick Fraycis, Brighton, Upholsterer Mar 


Ree, 24, Railway app, London bridge 
Bridlington, Yorks, 
Of Kee, 74, New- 


14 at 2.30 Off 
Parker, James Crioven, Sewerby, 
Beerhouse Keeper Mar 11 at 12 
borough st, Scarborough 
Parsons, Jousx, Southampton, Licensed Victualler 
16 at 2.30 Off Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 
Pearce, Cuances, Winfrith, Dorset, Hide Dealer Mar 14 
at 12.30 Otf Ree, Salisbury 
Prestox, ALyrep Pixer, Southsea, Grocer Mar 15 at 12 
Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Re AD, Mary, and Ruru Reap, Cotham, Bristol School- 
mhis' istresses Mar 11 at 10.30 Star Cocoa Rooms, Rhyl 
Rovusr, Joseru, Le-cester, Fruiterer March 11 at 12.39 
0 , 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
tusseLL, Jony, and Beysamin Russe, Birmingham, 
Printers Mari8ati11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Samver, Epwarp, Carmarthen, Boot Dealer Mar 12 at 12 
Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
Sanpoy, Epwarp, Southampton, Builder Mar 16 at 3.30 
Off Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 
SAuNDERS, Wittram V INCENT, Burton on Trent, Brewer's 
Clerk March 14 at 3 Midland Hotel, Station st, 
Burton on Trent 
Scorr, Daniex, Audley, Staffs, Builder 
Ree, Newcastle under Lyme 
Situ, Witiram, Presteigne, Radnorshire, Block Manu- 
facturer March i4at10 18, Corn sq, Leominster 
Sricer, James, Dorchester, Glass Dealer March 11 at 12.30 
Off Ree, Salisbury 
Srrakes, Cuarvtes, Doncaster, Builder March 14 
Guildhall, Doncaster 
Sreer, Atrrep, Deptford, Kent, Timber Merchant March 
11 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Towitt, Tuomas, Welton, Midsomer Norton, 
Cattle Dealer March 16 at 12.30 Off Ree, 
chmbrs, Bristol 
Wuirnourn, CARo.txe, aa Ironmonger 
3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Wurrrtox, Harry, Attercliffe, Shetfield, Beerhouse Keeper 
March 16 at 12 Off Ree, Figtree lane, Shettield 
Wituiams, W, late Great Marlborough st, Bookmaker 
March 16 at 12. Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Mar 


March i5at3 Off 


at 11 


Somerset, 
Baok 


March l5at 


Hanky Masor Leckexny, Linthwaite, Yorks, 
March 1b at 3) Haigh & Son, solicitors, 55 


inn 
WILLIAMSON, 
Physician 








New st, Huddersfield 
ADJUDICATIONS, 
Apams, Sauces, Walsall, Saddler Walsall Pet Febs Ord 
Feb 20 
Acaway, Cuarces, and Gorge ALawsy, Surbiton, 


Surrey, Builders Kingston Pet Nov 30 Ord Feb 29 
Avustix, Georcr, Market pl, East Finchley, Corn Dealer 
Barnet Pet FebS Ord Mar 2 
Avisox, Tom, Huttons Ambo, Yorks, Farmer 
Pet Mar1 Ord Mar 2 
Boovcock, James, Bradford, Draper Bradford Pet 
Ord Feb 29 
Brapviey, Aurrep, Blackburn, Sewing Machiae Agent 
Blackburn Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 2 
Burstey, James, Gomersal, Yorks, Wool Merchant Dews- 
bury Pet Mar1 Ord Marl 
Catvert, Artuur Emumanvet Bancrort, Stretford, Lanes, 
Steel Rule Maker Salford Pet Marl Ord Mar 1 
Cuapwick, Josern, Leeds, lron Mexchant Leeds Pet Feb 
20 Ord Mar 2 
Cuampens, Ricuarp, Evian Cuayxce, and Tuomas Cuam- 
ners, West Bromwich, Iron Manufacturers West 


Scarborough 


Feb 29 


| Nienenses, 


_ Tuomas, Davio, Lia 


a 

—— 

Lave Warminster, Wilts, retired Farmer | Kay, Apranam, Bradford, Newsagent Mar 11at11 Off | Hvurroy, Cuartes Henry, , rT Leeds, ere ee 
frome etter? Ord Maz?” “Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford Leeds Pet Mari Ord Mar 1 


Jouxsox, Wittiam James, Deptford. 
Greenwich Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 23 

Jones, DanreL, Cwmbach, Aberdare, Glam, Tailor Aber- 

P doe i es M gti 

ONES ARRY: ill, Surrey, Oilman Croydon Pet 
Feb 29 Ord Feb 29° ‘ “2 

Jorvan, Joun Isaac, * Tunbridge Wells, Milkman Tun- 

? votinen Pet Feb 16 Ord March 1 

voy, GrorGeE, Farley, its, Farmer Winchester Pet 

Ord March 1 


Lascuey phon b= poe yp Wilts, retired Farmer Frome 
et March 1 Ord Mare 

oe. a > Sopnus, Leadenhall st, Printer High Court 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 29 

McEwan, Grores, Barrow in Furness, Baker Barrow in 
Furness Pet Feb 10 Ord March 

Mircue.tt, Joux, Neath, Glam, hala Neath Pet 
Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 

Movuntaix, GEoraeE. - + Plumber Sheflield Pet 
March 2 Ord March 





NIGHTINGALE, WILLIAM Ma ane, Peso, Iron Merchant 
Swansea Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 
Oram, Henry, Wandsworth, dll Provision Dealer 
Wandsworth Pet Feb6 Ord March 1 
Partrrick, GeorGe, Thornley, co Durham, Chemist Dur- 
ham Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 
Peacock, Artaur James, New Oxford st, Silversmith 
High Court Pet March 2 Ord March 2 
Pearce, CHar.es, ae Dorset, Hide Dealer Poole 
Pet Feb 27 Ord 
Pearson Hesry Epwarp, n Falls Pond rd, Holloway, Man- 
ager to a Tailor High Court Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 
Rovsr, Joserx, Leicester, Fruiterer Leicester Pet Feb 29 
Ord Feb 29 
Saw, ee. and Samuet Wuirecey Suaw, Hudders- 
, Woollen Manufacturers Hudderstield Pet Feb 
13 Ord Feb 29 
Suerwiy, Jctivs Heyry, Bank bldgs, Crouch hill, Watch- 
maker h Court Pet Mari Ord Mar 1 
Simpson, Jouy Tuomas, Neweastle on Tyne, Builder New- 
castle on Tyne PetJanis Ord Mar2 
Skuse, Epmunp Gerorce, Stoke next (Guildford, Surrey, 
Builder Guildfor1 — Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 
Suirn, Cuarves, and Kare Moreax, Harrogate, Hotel 
Keepers York Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 27 
Sreccaiy, Tueornitvs, Brighton, Grocer Brighton Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Mar1 
Secu, Fraycis, Broadway, Worcs, Coal Morshant Wor- 
cester Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 2 
adock, Carmarthenshire, Labourer 
‘eb 27 Ord Feb 2 


Carmarthen Pet 


Topp, Joseru, Manchester, Cloth Merch ant Manchester 
Pet Jan 6 Mar 1 

Warsos, Apert, Pontefract, Accountant Wakefield 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Wuarriock, Taguas Ler, and Bersarp Jacksoyx, Drary 
lane, Distillers High Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Mart 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
(izoerce, Aber, near Bangor, tient 
Adjud Nov 22, 1890 Annul Feb 1 


Loud . (razetle—Tvurspay, Mar. 8. 
ECEIVING A et 
Bott, Bexsamin eo New Fishbourne, nr Chichester, 
Grocer Brighton Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 3 
Bovorox, Joux Tuomas, Leicester, Mechanic Leicester Pet 
Mar5 Ord Mar5 
Borromiey, Jouns, Esley, Salterhebble, nr Halifax, Market 
Gardener Halifax Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 


Bangor 


Bravery, Joux Epwarp, ~; 7 aoe Innkeeper Hud- 
derstield Pet Mar4 Ord 

Brooke, Tuomas, Bradford, Oil Merchant Bradford Pet 
Mari Ord Mar 4 

Brvyrtox, James, Nelson, Lancs, Potato Merchant Burnley 
Pet Feb17 Ord 3 

Bexerss, Gonos, Stafford, Basket Maker Stafford Pet 
Mar2 Ord Mar 2 

Bysu, Jous, late Clarence pl, Lower Clapton High Court 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 3 

Crayroy, Harry, Uileskelf, Yorks, Gardener Yurk Pet 





Bromwich Pet Feb 10 Ord Marl 

Cnitp, Witttam, Worship st, Brush Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Jan 23 Pet Feb 29 

Cooper, Frank, Ipswich, Ironfounder Ipswich Pet Feb 25 

Ord Feb 25 

Creasey, Jouwx Heyry, Upper Fore st, Edmonton, Green- 

Edmonton Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 20 


grocer 
Crorven, Hexry Sarrn, Nottingham, _Machine Builder 

Nottingham Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 2 : 
Dany, Nicnouas, Old Swan, nr Livery. sol, Clothier Liver- 


pool Pet Mar2 Ord Mar2 

Drax, Henny, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Boot Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 20 
Fien.omc, Samux., Hadfield, Derbyshire, Grocer Ashton 





ff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
eaten, Jacon, late Harp lane, Gt Tower st, Hair 
Merchant Mari5at12 Bankruptey bldgs, Lincoln's 
inn 
Gauxpy, Sypnxx, Ashby de la Zouch, Leics, Baker Mar 
l4at 2.45 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
ARRISON, JAMES WiLLIAM, Manningham, Bradford, Ware- 
houseman Mar 14 at 11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 
Hazienvursy, Samvuxt, Liverpool, Clothier 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Heap, Ausrrr, Eastbourne, Baker Mar lé6at 12 


Mar 17 at 3 


Of Ree, 


4, Pavilion bld , Brighton 
Hexpnick, Joux, York, Bookbinder Mar 15 at 11.30 Off 
or 
Hinis, Rovrrr, ( Jeathetige, Photographer Mar 15 at 12 


, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Honns, Henry Ricuarp, Derwent grove, Kast Dulwich, 
arehouseman’s Manager Mar 16 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
Hotprcnr, Grorar, the younger, Hay Mills, Yardley, 
Wores, Provision Dealer Mar 15 at 11 26, Colmore 

row, Birmingham 
Howson, Grxonvz, Leeds, Seller of Goods on Commission 
Mar 14 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 








under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 2 


Fisk, Fre — x, Long acre, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Vet Feb 26 Ord Mar 1 | 
Frrzxn, Jemima, Worcester, Boot Dealer Worcester Pet 
Mari Ord | 
Fosrex, Joun Wii.tam, Winthorpe, Notts, Farmer: Not-~ | 
a 


tingham Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 
Grirritus, Grorce Sravrorp Luioyp, 
mingham, Gent Birmingham Pet Marl Ord Mar 1 
Grossman, Jutivs, St Paul's rd, Highbury, Furrier High | 
Court Pet Jans Ord Feb’ 
Gunpetriverr, Jacon, Harp hed Gt Tower st, Hair Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 
Hamanine, Groner Epvear, Beeston, Notts, Lace Ware- 
houseman Nottingham Pet Mari Ord Marl 
Hanr.axp, Joux, Aston, Birmingham, Journeyman Car 


Balsall Heath, Bir- 


penter Birmingham Pet Feb 29 Ord Mar 1 

Hanriuny, Grorar, High st, Deptford, Boot Dealer 
High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 1 

Hexprick, Joux, York, Bookbinder York Pet Feb 2 

“Ord Feb 29 

Hirst, Samurt Hermans, Leeds, Woollen Merchant Leeds 
Pet Feb 27) Ord Feb 27 

Houmay, Winwiam, Pool, Tlogan, Cornwall, Grocer Truro 


Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 1 








| Hoge, Groner mg 


Mar4 Ord Mar 4 
Croveu, Ricuarv, Bournemouth, Cab Proprietor Poole Pet 


Mar5 Ord Mar5 

Conss, Aameie 25m Regent st, Milliner High Court Pet 
Mar2 Ord 

Daves, Bruner, and ‘iKinsate ry EN Davis, Birmingham, 


psalters Birmingham Tet Feb is Onl Mar 
Exrs, «Sua meecheten, a. Dorchester Pet Feb 19 


een | aS Nottingham, late Provision Dealer 
Nottingham Pet March5 Oni March 5 
Frexen, Joun Lg Durham ri, Holloway, Wastes 


Oilman High Court Pet March5 Ord Mare 
Gna, ees t East Smithtield, Publican High Court 
Pet Jan 7 3 Feb 26 


Giasporrn, ¢ HW. Ne cy Mon, Ship Broker Newport 
Mon Pet rest Ord March 4 
(inay, Groner, Beaulieu Manor, Hante, Farmer 
ampton Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Graireitus, Joux Wiittam, Bristol, Clothier’s Cutter 
Rristol Pet Feb 19 Ord Mareh 1° 
Northumbrid, Tailor 
Ord Fed 29 


Newcastle on Tyne ree 


Huwv, Samwunt Fox, Shipley, Derbyshire, Farmer Derby 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Mareh 1 

Hyox, E F, Royal Courts chmbrs, Fleet_ st, Advertising 
Agee Pet Feb 25 Ord March 2 

Jevy, Wintiam, Middlesborough, Cofamission Agent Mid- 
Gesborough Pet Mareh4 Ord March 4 

Jxyyes, Jesse, South Ty Joiner Stockton on Tees 


South- 


J ~ 2 «Wale Gee % Liverpool Pet 3 
ouNSON, ANNE, Grocer March 
Ord Mareh 4 
Kixe, Leorontp, Manchester, irae Man- 
chester Pet March 5 Ord 
La pene x, Wares Tixxey, formerly Golden lane, 
Pencil Manufacturer High Court Pet March 3 Ord 


Mat 3 
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Lewis, Rosert Artuur, Elmswell, Suffolk, shedibiees 
St Edmunds Pet Feb 23 Ord Mareh 2 

IP. ng Wituram Davin, a ms Tottenham, Draper 
Edmonton Pet Mar4 Ord Ma 

McFaruaxe, Georor, ae Lincs Miller Nottingham 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Mar 

Parker, Joun WALKER, Gt Dalby, Leics, Grazier Leices- 
ter Pet Mar2 Ord 

Prrestiry, Joux WItram, and Fareperick NICOLAIDES 
Priester, Liversedge, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturers 
Dewsbury Pet Mar4 Ord Mar4 

Raxyootps, Percy, Winchfield, Hants, Gent 
Pet Feb18 Ord Mar5 

Rees, H, Craven st, Strand, Financial Agent High Court 
Pet Janii Ord Mar2 





Winchester 


Financial Agent 
High Court Pet Feb18 Ord Mar 

Rosertson, C H, late Leadenhall st, ¢ Solicitor High Court 
Pet Feb5 Ord Mar 3 


Rovst, Caar.es, Stoke by Nayland, Suffolk, Blacksmith | 
Ipswich 


Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 3 
Scrivener, Geonce, Whittington Moor, Newbold, Derby- 
shire, Tailor Chesterfield Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 4 
Setway, Evizasern, and Susan Setway, Fairfield, nr 
Livi l, Dra Liverpool Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 3 
Saitru, WILtiaM, ‘todos po re Hotel Keeper 
York Pet Mar 3 
rw JAMES, _— eine Agent Bath Pet Mar 
Tavsen, Samu “tg Harotp, Nottingham, re maaes Not- 
tingham Pet March4 Ord March 
Tuomrsox, Tuomas Burse tt, West Hartlepool, Tinsmith 
Sunderland Pet March4 Ord March 4 
Tizzarp, Axxtz, Northleigh, Devon, Baker 
Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 
‘Wuisaee Aceryon Jouy, Bolton, Cotton Waste Dealer 
Bolton Pet Feb17 Ord March 3 
Wituiams, James, Mansel Ga , Herefordshire, Farmer 
Hereford Pet March 4 ( March 4 
Wiss, Jos, Blackmill, nr Bridgend, Glam, 
Owner Cardiff Pet March4 Ord March 4 
Woop, James, North Fenton, Stoke upon Trent, Brick 
Manufacturer Stoke upon Trent Pet March 5 Ord 
March 5 
bets 4 
Pet March 


Exeter Pet 


Colliery 


Amprosze, Lancaster, Plumber Preston 
5 Ord March 5 
The sein amended notice is substituted for that 
lished in the London Gazette, March 1 
Onisadens. Jacon, late Harp lane, Great Tower st, Hair 
erchant High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 25 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Betiuovse, Evwarp Laroxe, Manchester, Engi neer Mar 
15 at 3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Boorusy, Saucer, Queen Victoria st, Mercantile Clerk 
Mar 18at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Borrouter, Joux, Exley, Salterhebble, nr Halifax, York- 

rket Gardener Mar 18at11 Off Rec, Town 

hall chmbrs, Halifax 

Be ADLEY, Jous Epwarp, Huddersfield, Innkeeper Mar 15 
a igh & Son, solicitors, 55, New st, Hudder<- 
field 

Buecess, Georee, Stafford, Basket Maker Mar 15 at 11.59 
Off Rec, St Martin’s place, Stafford 

Bysun, Jons, late Clarence place, Lower Clapton Mar 18 at 
1 “cy bldgs, Carey st, Lincola’s inn 

Crartos, Harer, Ulleskelf, Yorks, Gardener Mar 17 
11.30 Off Rec, York 

Corqcnous, Wittiam, Richmond, Surrey, Manufacturer’ 
Agent Mar 16 at 11.0 24, Railway app, London 


Coorze, Jons, Hitchin, Herts, Manager of Black Lion 
Public house Mar 17 at 11.30 Court house, Luton 
Cusitt, Aue.ia Jase, Regent st, Milliner Mar 18 at 2.30 

Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Eowarps, Eowanrp, Holmeside, Leighton Buzzard, Beds, 
of no occupation Mar 17 at 11 Court house, Luton 
Ex.irs, Arruur, Writtle, Easex, Farmer Mar 15 at 12.5) 
Shirehall, Chelmsford 
Eurs, Janes, West Dorchester, Draper Mar 17 at1 Off 
Eee, Salisbury 
Fiscu, Feevrricx Freaxcis, Sevenoaks, Kent, Veterinary 
ractitioner Mar 17 at 1.3) Spencer & Reeves, Mount 
Pleasant, Tunbridge Wells 
ere, Joux Wittsm, Winthorpe, Notts, Farmer Mar 
at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 
ham 
Gioves, Jaues, Mewingham, Lines, Grocer Mar 16 at 11 
Off Ree, 15, Osborne «t, (+t Grimsby 
Geuyrrrus, Jons Wri1140, Bristol, Clothier’ Cutter Ma 
6 at320 Off Rec. Bank chimbre, Corn st, Bristol 
Hanes, Rvorxacy 8 W, late Aynhoe rd, Addison rd, Actor 
Mar léat1 Bankruptcy bidgx, Carcy «t, Lincoln’s inn 
Hazetoimxe, Norros F H, late Victoria rd, High «t, Ken- 





| 


| Lewts, Ropert Artur, 


sington Mar 16 at 2.30 piteeie blags, hei’ st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Heecerty, Witi1aM, Moorgate st, Solicitor Mar 16 at 1t 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st. Lincoln’s ian 

Henpeiks, Aurrep, Stockwell Park crant, Stockwell, Late 
Secretary of a Public Company Mar 15 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Hirst, Samurt Herwany, Leeds, Woollen Merchant Mar 
16 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Le=ds 

Hoee, Grorer Scorr, Bedlington, Northumbld, Tailor 
Mar 16 at12 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Houtman, Witxram, Pool, Mogan, Cornwall, Grocer Mar 
15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Jeynincs, Joux Curnock, Acton lane, Acton, Nursery Pro- 
prietor Mar 15 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 

Jorpay, Joun Isaac, Tunbridge Wells, Milkman Mar 17 
at 12.45 Spencer & Reeves, Mount Pleasant, Tun- 
bridge Wells 

LanyGuey, Jonx, Warminster, Wilts, retired Farmer Mar 
16 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs. Corn st, Bristol 

Elmswell, Suffolk, Innkeeper 
Mar 15 at12 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Lrcogur, a. Twyford, Berks, Wholesale Tobacconist 


Mar 16 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 
Mappex, Micwae., and Beysamin Warp, West Brom- 


wich, late Brickmakers March 24 at 10.30 County 
Court, West Bromwich 

McKay, Rosert, Leeds, Plasterer March 16 at 11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Mircuett, Joun, Neath, Glam, Innkeeper Mar 17 at 12 
Off Rec, 97. Oxford st, Swansea 

NIGHTINGALE, Wi1LLiam Bryant, Swansea, Iron Merchant 
Mar 16 at12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Oram, Henry, Wandsworth, Surrey, Provision Dealer 
March 16 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Parker, Jonn Wacker. Gt Dalby. Leics, Grazier Mar 16 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Friar lane, Leicester 

Pearsoy, Henry Epwarp, Ball’s Pond rd, Holloway, 
Manager toa Tailor Mari6éati1l1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Percivat, AntHoxy, Victoria villas, Kilburn, Photographic 
Operator Mar 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s ion 

Putiups, F C, Garden court, Temple, Barrister at Law 
Mar 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Ranson, Grorce, Rodney rd, Walworth, Builder Mar 17 
at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey +t, Lincoln’s inn 

Rovusr, CHaries. Stoke by Nayland, Suffolk, Blacksmith 
Mar 1S at 11.30 26, Princes st, Ipswich 

Scrivener. Grorcr, Whittington Moor, Newbold, Derby- 
shire, Tailor Mar 18 at 2,30. Off Rec, St James chmbrs, 
Derby 

Surrn, Mary Hamirtros, North Shields, late Licensed 
Victualler Mari6 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
castle on Tyne 





Surra, Witt1am, Harlow Carr, Harrogate, Hotel Keeper 
Mar 17 at 12.30 Off Rec. York 
Sreceaty, Tueorni.us, Brighton,Grocer Mar iléat3 Off 
Ree, 4. Pavilion bldgs. Brighton 
Tuomas, Davin, Liangadoc sk, Carmarthenshire, Labourer 
Mat 19at3 Off Ree, 11, Quay st, Carm urthen 
As te, Northleigh, Devon, Byker Mar 16 at Ul 


, 13. Bedford cire, Exeter 

Jauzs. and Berry Wuiraker, Hursted. Small- 
bridge. nr Rochdale, Coffee house Keep-rs Mar 15 at 
il Off oe, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham 

Wu AKER, AL‘ — Jous, Bolton, Cotton Waste Dealer 
oe ir 16 vat 1 }, Wood st, Bolton 

Wit , Wit bh [AM Kingston upon Hull, Boot Deale~ 
Ma ir l6atll Off Re Trinity house lane, Hull 





Werient. Lave ie Rochdale, Boot Dealer Mar 15 at 3.30 | 
Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baxe THomws Lewisham, Kent. of no occupation Green- 


wich Pet Nov13 Ord March 
Bank Jaues Bersarv, Nottingham, Boot Manufacturer 
Notting gham Pet Feb 29 Ord March 5 
Bo.r, Bexsamis Jous, New Fishbourne, 
Brighton Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
Borromuiey, Jous, Exley, Salterhebble, nr Halifax, Market 
Gardener Halifax Pet March4 Ord March 5 
Beooxe, Tuomas, Bradford, Oil Merchant Bradford Pet 
Mareh 3 Ord March 4 


. Cuanies Deanmer, Edgware rd, Hyde park, 


Brow sine 
Se ep itor High Court Pet Nov 19 (rd March 4 
Beoues., Berusotox, Bradford, Concert Hall Proprietor 
Brad wd Pet Feb 10 Ord March # 
Bi nares, Geonae, Stafford, Basket Maker Stafford J'et 


Mar hz Ord Mareh 2 
Comwe.t, Jonus. Birmingham, 
Pet Feb 19 Ord March 4 


Publican Sirmingh om 


zs Tr. 1248. 











ee 


Cuiayton, Harry, Leo opr Yorks, Gardener York he 
March 3 Ord March 


Wolverhampton Pet FebS Ord March 

Cotqunoun, Witiiam, Richmond, Surrey, Manufac turer's 
Agent "Wandsworth Pet Jan 22 Ord Mare h 3 

Davis, Hersert, and Witttam AuLEs Davis, Birmin gham, 
Drvsalters Birmingham Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar5 

Doz, Se <f — grrd, Baker High Court Pet Feb 

r3 

Dunxy, CHarves. the younger, Burslem, Staffs, Builder 
Burslem Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 4 

Errertey, Tsomuas, Nottingham, late Provision Dealer 
Nottingham Pet Mar5 Ord Mar5 

Fenton, Ferrar. Bucklersbury, Broker High Court Pet 
Janl5 Ord Mar4 

Frencu, Jonx Wittram, Durham rd, Holloway, Wholesale 
Oilman High Court Pet Mar5 Ord Mar5 

Harris. Riginatp S W, late Aynhoe rd, Addison rd, Actor 
High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Mar 4 

Jerr. ~ WILLIAM, Middlesborough, sa Ageni 
Middlesborough Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 

Jensines, Jouy Curnock, Acton lane, Acton. Wameey Pro- 
prietor Brentford Pet Feb25 Ord M 

Jzyxes, Jesse, South Stockton, Joiner Stoc ines on Tees 
Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 4 

Lewis, Ropert Artuur, Elmswell, Suffolk, Tnnkeeper 
Bury St Eimunds Pet Feb22 Ord Mar2 

Luscuer. F W, late Gracechurch st, Merchant High Court 
Pet Jan7 Ord Mar4 

Lyon, Arruor, Tabernacle st, Finsbury, Engineer High 
Court Pet Feb13 Ord March 4 

Makrnsoy, Jony, Walton, Lanes, Coal Merchant Liverpool 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Mar 4 

McDowati, Wittiam Davin, High “+ % 
Edmonton Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 

Mitctersurip, Ricuarp, Walton, Lanes, Coal Merchant 
Liv erpool Pet Jan19 Ord Mar 

Myers, Frepericxk, Westbourne c i 
High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Mar 4 

NicHoiis, Joun Georee, om am, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 

Parker, Joun Wacker, Gt Dalby, Leies, Grazier 
ter Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 2 

Parsons, Joun, Southampton, Licensed Victualler South- 
ampton Pet Feb 25 Ord Mar 5 

PriestLey, Jonn WIttiam, and Paupencx NICOLAIDES 
Priest.ey, Liversedge, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturers 
Dewsbury Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 


Tottenham, Draper 


Hyde park 


Leices- 





nr Chichester, 


Ranson, GeorGe, Rodney rd, Walworth, Builder High 
Court Pet Feb 27 Ord Mar 4 

Reav, Mary, and Rutu Reap, Cotham, Bristol, School- 
mistresses Bangor Pet Feb 8 Ord Mar3 

Russet, JAMES Bensamin, Greenheys, Manchester, Furni- 
ture Dealer Manchester Pet Feb2 Ord Mar 3 

Secway, Exizapetu, and Susan Se.way, Walton, or 
Liverpool, Drapers Liverpool Pet March 3 On 
March 3 

Sars, Wituiam, Harlow Carr, Harrozate, 
York Pet March 3 Ord March 3 

Sree., Atrrep, Deptford, Kent, Timber Merchant 
wich Pet Dee 31 Ord March 1 

Taomeson, Tuomas Buryett, West Hartlepool, 
Sunderland Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Tizzarp, Anniz, Northleigh, Devon, Baker 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 2% 

| Wueever, James Henry, Tower Dock, Tower hill, Coffee 
house Keeper High Court Pet Fs “bh Ord March 4 

Wuirraker, ALGernon Jouy, Bolton, Cotton Waste 
Dealer Bolton Pet Feb17 Ord March 4 

Witurams, Jos, Blackmill. nr Bridgend, Glam, Colliery 
Owner Cardiff Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Wooo, Janes, North Fenton, Stoke upon Trent, Se 
Manufacturer Stoke upon Trent Pet March 3 Ord 

| March 5 

Worrutxectoy, Amprose, Lancaster, Plumber Preston Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 


Hotel Keeper 


Green- 


Tinsmith 


Exeter Pet 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 

| March 16.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousriep, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Properties (see advertisement, 

| March 5, p. 319). 








All letters intended for publication in the 
“Solicitors Journal” must be authenticuled 


hy the name of the writer, 





THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


8T MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. : 
WEST END BRANCH- 2, _WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


GZ THERE is NOTHING DYSIRABLE in LIFE AMSURANCE which the SOCTETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY 


Imdisasputabie after & Wears. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F.LA., r 
JAMES H. SCOTT Bon Raley. LA., ¥.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 


Policies 


£4,702,000 
9,972,000 
829,000 





Cor = Arrtuvur, Heath Town, Staffs, Lock Manufacturer ’ 







Brsrorresrerer 


